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Preface Xi

Preface

The North Central Association’s Commission on Institutions of Higher Education publishes and periodically revises
its documents that provide essential and current information about the Commission’s policies and practices
relating to accreditation and institutional improvement. The Commission staff prepared this Handbook of
Accreditation primarily for the use of institutional representatives and evaluators. However, it will be useful as well
for all those interested in the work of the Commission.

This Handbook is called the Second Edition because it continues the commitment we made with the last edition
to provide a single, comprehensive volume filled with assistance and examples as well as descriptions of policies
and procedures. Through the format and print, we continue to make the Handbook “user-friendly,” with important
information clearly identified and readily available. We hope that all who use the Handbook will find it helpful, and
we welcome suggestions for improvement of future editions.

While portions of this Second Edition come from the last edition and have only been edited lightly, other parts have
been significantly recast. We-provided the revised sections for Criteria Three and Four at the 1996 and 1997 Annual
Meetings. Those revisions incorporate information on assessment and the newly-adopted pattern of evidence for
graduate education. At the 1997 meeting we also circulated a draft of the materials that are now in Chapter 14,
“The Commission's Federal Compliance Program,” including instructions for institutions about unannounced
inspections. This edition also includes information about third party comment. We moved the instructions on the
Statement of Affiliation Worksheet to a better place in the volume, and we revised and strengthened the
instructions to the Team Chairon writing the Team Report. Within the text of Criteria Two and Three, we now include
new comments on libraries and learning resources and on accelerated courses and programs.

The last edition of the Handbook was written on the eve of the Commission’s implementation of several policies
and programs responsive to the 1992 Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. This edition is published just
as Congress is beginning to draft legislation for the 1997 Reauthorization. While we hope that the new legislation
might diminish some of the compliance responsibilities that we have assumed, it is clear that the Commission must
continue to find ways to assure that its activities are relevant to a variety of changing public needs.

In August 1997, the Commission called on its members and staff to begin a period of careful experimentation with
the accreditation process. It is clear that the significant changes now taking place in higher education call for
equally significant re-envisioning of the accreditation process. The recent survey of the membership conducted
by the Commission’s Committee on Organizational Effectiveness and Future Directions provided strong testimony
to the changes that our members are experiencing. The learning that must be achieved by the Commission over
the next few years as it seeks ways to assure the relevance and effectiveness of accrediting processes will require
new creative and collaborative relationships with member institutions. We enter a challenging and exciting time.

Please call or write the Commission staff if you have questions about the information in the Handbook or if we can

assist you in any way. | also recommend that you check for updated information on the Commission’s Web site:
www.ncacihe.org.

Steven D. Crow
Executive Director

September 1, 1997
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Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission 1

Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation

and the Commission

VOLUNTARY ACCREDITATION

Voluntary accreditation of educational institutions, as carried out by the various accrediting bodies, is a uniquely
American process. Accreditation is sought voluntarily by institutions and is conferred by non-governmental bodies.
Voluntary accreditation has two fundamental purposes: quality assurance and institutional and program
improvement. There are two types of voluntary accreditation of educational institutions: institutional accreditation
and specialized accreditation.

0O Institutional Accreditation

Institutional accreditation evaluates an entire institution and accredits it as a whole. An institutional
accrediting body evaluates more than the formal educational activities of an institution; it assesses, as well,
such characteristics as governance and administration, financial stability, admissions and student personnel
services, institutional resources, student academic achievement, institutional effectiveness, and relationships
with constituencies outside the institution.

Six agencies provide institutional accreditation on a regional basis—Middle States, New England, North
Central, Northwest, Southern, and Western. While independent of one another, the six regional associations
cooperate extensively and recognize one another's accreditation.

In addition, six national institutional accrediting associations offer accreditation for institutions with particular
religious purposes, private trade and technical schools, private business colleges, and colleges focusing on
health-related fields, as well as institutions offering programs primarily through distance delivery and home
study. The Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association of Colleges and
Schools accredits a small number of institutions that also are affiliated with one or more other institutional
accrediting associations. The Commission requires that these institutions describe themselves in identical
terms to both associations in regard to purpose, governance, programs, degrees, diplomas, certificates,
personnel, finances, and constituents. The Commission also requires that institutions inform it of any changes
in status made by the other accrediting agency.

(0 Specialized Accreditation

Specific programs within an educational institution can also seek accreditation. This specialized (or program)
accreditation evaluates particular units, schools, or programs within an institution and is often associated with
national professional associations, such as those for engineering, medicine, or law, or with specific disciplines,
such as business, education, psychology, or social work. Institutional accreditation is separate from the
accreditation given or withheld by professional associations, although the Commission does take cognizance
of the standards set by professional bodies. The Commission also requires affiliated institutions to inform it
of significant changes in status with specialized agencies.

THE NORTH CENTRAL ASSOCIATION

On March 29 and 30, 1895, 36 school, college, and university administrators from seven Midwestern states met
at Northwestern University in response to an invitation signed by the presidents of the University of Chicago, the
University of Michigan, Northwestern University, and the University of Wisconsin, and by the principals of Grand
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2 Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission

Rapids High School, Michigan Military Academy, and the Michigan Normal School. They had been called to
“organize, if deemed expedient, an association of colleges and schools of the North-Central States.” The
constitution of the association these educators formed stated that the North Central Association’s object would
be “the establishment of close relations between the colleges and secondary schools” of the region.

Within a short time, the desire to improve articulation between secondary schools and colleges led to extensive
examination of the quality of education at both levels; that, in turn, led to the accreditation of secondary schools
and, later, colleges and universities.

Three histories of the Association—Calvin O. Davis’ A History of the North Central Association (1945), Louis G.
Geiger's Voluntary Accreditation: A History of the North Central Association 1945-1970 (1970), and Mark Newman'’s
An Agency of Change: One Hundred Years of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (1997)—trace
this evolution and chronicle the decisions and actions the Association has taken to provide educational leadership
to the region and the country.

Today, the Association serves colleges and schools in 19 states (Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, lllinois, Indiana, lowa,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota,
West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming); American Dependents’ Schools operated overseas for the children of
American military and civilian personnel; and Navajo Nation schools. Its day-to-day operations are conducted by
its two Commissions: the Commission on Schools, with regional offices in Tempe, Arizona, accredits institutions
below the postsecondary degree-granting level; and the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, in
Chicago, lllinois, accredits institutions of higher education.

THE CONIMISSION ON INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
1 The Mission of the Commission

The Commission adopted the following Statement of Mission on August 6, 1992:

History and Purpose [

The Commission on Institutions of Higher Education is part of the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schools. The Association was founded in 1895 as a membership organization for
educational institutions. It is committed to developing and maintaining high standards of
excellence. The Association is one of six regional institutional accrediting associations in the
United States. Through its Commissions it accredits, and thereby grants membership to,
educational institutions in the nineteen-state North Central region. The Commission on Institu-
tions of Higher Education is recognized by the Secretary of Education and the Committee on
Recognition of Postsecondary Accreditation (CORPA).

Statement of Mission

The mission of the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education is (1) to establish requirements
i and criteria for the accreditation of institutions of higher education and accredit institutions found
{ to meet those requirements and criteria; (2) to strengthen educational and institutional quality
it through its assistance to its affiliated institutions, its evaluation processes and its programs,
i _ publications, and research; (3) to advocate and exercise self-regulation in higher education
‘ through effective peer review; and (4) to provide to the public accurate information concerning
I

|

the relationship of affiliated institutions with the Commission.
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Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission

To fulfill its mission, the Commission:

¢ monitors and evaluates institutions affiliated with it, to ensure that they continue to meet
the Commission’s requirements and criteria and strive to improve their institutional
strength and the quality of the education they provide;

O prepares and disseminates publications, provides counsel, sponsors research, and
conducts meetings directed toward the improvement of higher education;

¢ evaluates itself to assure that its policies and practices represent the best theory and
practice of institutional accreditation, promote the self-regulation of institutions, and
respond to the educational needs of society;

¢ provides a program of non-membership affiliation open to new or developing institutions
of higher education that appear capable of achieving accreditation within a specific
period of time;

¢ involves educators from member institutions in all of its review and decision-making
processes, and trains and evaluates them to ensure that their work is consistent and of

high quality;
O serves the public by providing useful information about the role and purposes of

accreditation, and by providing through its publications and other means timely and
accurate information conceming affiliated institutions;

O honorsthe historical purposes of the North Central Association through its work with the
Commission on Schools to strengthen the linkages between primary and secondary
education and higher education;

O cooperates with other agencies that share the objectives of assuring the integrity and
enhancing the quality of higher education.

0 The Evolution of the Criteria

Since it began accrediting higher education institutions in 1913, what is now known as the Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools has tried both to
reflect and to encourage progress in higher education. At first, institutions were measured against a set of
standards. Some were quite explicit (“the college, if a corporate institution, shall possess a productive
endowment of not less than $200,000"; “the college should limit the number of students in a recitation or
laboratory class to thirty”); others were broader (“the college should be provided with adequate books in the
library and laboratory equipment to develop and fully illustrate each course taught”). During the first decades

- of the century, such quantitative and prescriptive standards helped to bring some order to higher education.

But as early as 1921 President Henry Pratt Judson of the University of Chicago warned against the danger of
excessive rigidity in the standards; and by the end of the Twenties, critics charged that the standards had
become roadblocks to legitimate experimentation and constructive change. The Association’s college
commission responded to these concerns by undertaking an exhaustive study of its accreditation process.

This reconsideration ended in a fundamental shift in the emphasis of the accreditation process that led the
Commission to the principles that still guide it today. The concept of standardization was abandoned.
Henceforth, the Association declared in 1934, an institution would be judged “on the basis of the total pattern
itpresents ... Itis accepted as a principle of procedure that superiorityin some characteristic may be regarded
as compensating, to some extent, for deficiencies in other respects ... an institution will be judged in terms
ofthe purposes it seeks to serve.” Under this new approach, strengths were to be weighed against weaknesses
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4 Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission

to evaluate the “total pattern” of the institution. Before, it was assumed that all institutions had the same
fundamental purposes; now, the increasing diversity of institutions was to be recognized. Each institution was
to be judged in the light of its own self-declared purposes—as long as these were appropriate to a higher
education institution. “Standards” were replaced by “criteria,” “inspectors” became “examiners,” and the basis
for accreditation decisions became a comparison of data conceming an institution against a set of “norms”
derived from data accumulated from many institutions. The “pattern” of data from the institution being
evaluated was compared to a “pattern map” based on these norms, and the institution was accredited if the

two patterns seemed to match.

The normative technique was used until after World War Il. It became apparent that the notion of standardization—
the pressure to conform—was inherentin the very idea of norms. The idea of a norm assumes similarity; institutions
could not be measured against a norm unless they were basically alike. But the 1934 principle accepted the fact
that they were not alike. Moreover, using normative data to make evaluation decisions also conflicted with the
principle that an institution was to be judged on the basis of its stated purposes. Further, in 1957 the Commission
began a program of periodically reaffirming the accreditation of member institutions. As a consequence, a new
emphasis was placed on institutional renewal and improvement.

In response to these developments, the Commission produced its Guide for the Evaluation of Institutions of
Higher Education (1958). The Guide moved beyond the idea of norms and the pattern map todirect the attention
of both institutions and Commission examiners to seven basic questions that were considered indicative of
the areas that needed to be assessed in order to determine the quality of an educational institution (e.g., “What
is the educational task of the institution?” “Are the necessary resources available for carrying out the
task ... ?”; “Is student life on campus relevant to the institution’s task?™). The focus of evaluation became more
qualitative, less quantitative; and, as a result, the professional judgment of the Commission’s examiners
became proportionately more important in the evaluation decision. The Guide was in use in various editions
until the early Seventies, and many of the areas it addressed are still reflected in the current Criteria.

In the Sixties and Seventies, the Commission’s membership increased both in size and variety. Community colleges,
vocational-technical institutes, and specialized institutions assumed an increasing importance in American
education; and the configurations of resources and organization appropriate to them were not always comparable
to those traditionally found in four-year colleges and universities. The Commission joined the other regional
postsecondary accrediting commissions in responding to these changes by adopting a set of “conditions for
eligibility” in the early Seventies; in effect, these conditions limited and described the kinds of postsecondary
institutions the regional associations would accredit. Since the mid-seventies, when its Handbook on Accrediitation
first appeared, the Commission has increasingly emphasized the self-study process as both a procedure for
gathering data for accreditation decisions and a means to institutional improvement.

1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission

In 1981, the Commission adopted the Criteria for Accreditation and Criteria for Candidacy for Accreditation,
which incorporated and superseded all previous statements. In 1987, the Commission reformulated its General
Institutional Requirements, which defined the essential characteristics of all its affiliated institutions. Criteria
for Accreditation and General Institutional Requirements continue to serve as the basis for the accreditation
process as it is currently conducted by the Commission.

Committed to continual review of the effectiveness of its work, the Commission in 1991-92 initiated a
significant reexamination of its policies, procedures, requirements, criteria, and mission through a Committee
on Critical Issues. Among the Committee’s concerns were issues of consistency and fairness, the universe of
institutions served, the promotion of quality higher education, and greater public awareness and understand-
ing of the role and function of accreditation. The recommendations of the Committee were reviewed by the
Commission and distributed to the member institutions for comment in Spring 1992. In a series of actions at
its August and November 1992 and February 1993 meetings, the Commission adopted a new mission statement,
revised Criteria for Accreditation and General Institutional Requirements, a new candidacy program, and major
recasting of the policies on approval of institutional change and public disclosure. These developments
resulted in the first major restructuring of the Handbook of Accreditation in more than ten years.
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Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission 5

The General Institutional Requirements, the Criteria for Accreditation, and the Candidacy Program are
reviewed periodically to ensure that they are responsive to the changing nature of and expectations for higher
education. The Commission revises or changes them only after seeking comments from its membership.

[ The Commission Staff and Services
The Commission and its staff provide a number of services for institutions.

® Commission staff liaison. Each institution affiliated with the Commission is assigned to a member of
the Commission’s professional staff. This staff member serves as that institution’s resource person and
liaison with the Commission. This relationship is particularly important when an institution is preparing
for evaluation forinitial or continued candidacy or accreditation. It should be clearly understood, however,
that staff do not make candidacy or accreditation decisions or recommendations. Staff liaisons may work
with as many as 200 institutions of all types and in every state of the region.

Institutional representatives are welcome to visit the Commission’s office in Chicago and meet with their
staff liaison; Commission staff also visitinstitutions on request. Institutions preparing for evaluation of any
kind should communicate with their staff liaison. Although not all institutional changes require

- Commission action; itis essential that an institution contact the staff whenever it considersa change that
might affect its status with the Commission (see Chapter 12).

The Commission staff liaison reviews the institution’s self-study plan, provides counsel about ways to
integrate the self-study process for Commission evaluation with an institution’s ongoing evaluation and
planning programs, develops a proposed team for the evaluation visit, and reviews the draft of the
institution’s Self-Study Report.

Because of the importance of this working relationship, the Commission will reassign an institution to
another staff liaison when it appears that a conflict of interest might be present. In determining conflict
of interest, the Commission weighs such things as past attendance, previous and/or prospective
employment, the status at an institution of close personal friends or family members, or the holding of
privileged information not available to others involved in the evaluation process.

m Commission office services. A full-time staff in the Commission’s Chicago office responds to inquiries
and provides assistance to institutions, Evaluation Teams, otheragencies, and the public. The Commission
maintains a small library of self-studies available for review by affiliated institutions.

To assistin communication, the Commission maintains a Web page, e-mail addresses for all staff, a WATS
line, an 800 toll-free line, and fax capability. In spring 1997, the Commission launched its Web site. The
site is designed to be accessible from any major Web browser on any platform, and provides information
about the Commission, its staff, and its policies for affiliated institutions and the general public. In the
coming months, the site will be expanded to offer a variety of services to the membership, including policy
updates, lists of resources, and links to other Web sites. Many of the Commission’s forms are available
electronically. Separate resource areas are being developed and used for groups such as Consultant-
Evaluators, Self-Study Coordinators, and Assessment Coordinators. See Appendix F for Commission
office information and the Commission staff roster.

®  The Annual Meeting. The Annual Meeting of the North Central Association, held in Chicago in early
spring, features an extensive program on self-study, evaluation, and institutional improvement. It is an
important gathering time for all affiliated institutions, Consultant-Evaluators, and representatives of
related higher education agencies to consider currentissues. The Meeting is characterized by the sharing
of information among institutions. It provides an excellent opportunity to establish networks with others
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6 Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission

facing similar challenges. In addition, in each of the past several years the Commission has offered a major
track on assessment of student academic achievement. The meeting also includes a track for non-
affiliated institutions to become familiar with the Commission’s expectations and practices. Approximately
2,000 faculty and administrators from a wide variety of higher education institutions attend the
Commission’s program at the Annual Meeting.

One- and two-year reminder letters about forthcoming evaluations encourage institutions to send
representatives to the Annual Meeting. Many sessions provide guidance about various elements of the
self-study and accreditation processes, an opportunity to review Commission policies and procedures and
to examine sample Self-Study Reports, and a chance to exchange information and ideas with people from
other institutions who are or have recently been engaged in self-study.

The Annual Meeting is open to all persons interested in self-study and institutional improvement; it is
particularly useful for Self-Study Coordinators, Steering Committee members, executive officers, and
trustees of institutions scheduled for evaluations in the next several years. Program information and
registration materials are distributed widely to member institutions, Consultant-Evaluators, and others in
late fall.

® Commission publications. The Commission’s primary means of providing information about its work
is through its publications. A Handbook of Accreditation, the principal publication of the Commission,
should be consulted for essential information about Commission policies, procedures, and processes. The
Briefing newsletter, published three times each year, provides information on current developments. The
NCA Quarterly is another useful resource, with each of the Association’s two Commissions responsible
for two issues a year—one issue providing that Commission’s formal list of affiliated institutions, the other
serving as a journal of articles relevant to that Commission’s work. One outcome of the Annual Meeting
program is the annual publication, A Collection of Papers on Self-Study and Institutional Improvement,
which offers a wealth of valuable information from the perspective of affiliated institutions. See Appendix
H or the Commission’s Web site for a list of Commission publications.

® Information to the public. The Commission receives awide variety of communications from the general
public. The office responds directly to such matters as they relate to regional accreditation in general and
the accredited status of individual institutions in particular, many inquiries are referred to other
appropriate associations and agencies. The Commission’s brochure, Accreditation of Higher Education
Institutions: An Overview, is particularly helpful in explaining the work of the Commission to the general
public. Detailed information on the status and scope of all affiliated institutions is available to the public
in the annual directory listing published in the Fall issue of the NCA Quarterly. Commission actions are
reported in the Briefing newsletter. All Commission publications are available to the public from the
Commission offices for a modest fee. Occasionally, the Commission develops a Public Disclosure Notice
to inform the public about a significant development in the relationship of an affiliated institution with
the Commission. The Commission’s relationship with the public is discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 15.

0 Complaints Against the Commission

To be considered as a formal complaint against the Commission, a complaint must involve issues broader than
concern about a specific institutional action or a specific team. The document must state clearly the nature
of the complaint, and it must be signed. The Executive Director, on behalf of the Commission, responds to each
complaint made against the Commission; reports regularly to the Executive Committee and the Commission
on the nature and disposition of complaints; and compiles annually a list, available to the public on request,
that summarizes the complaints and their dispositions. Upon advice of counsel, the Commission retains the
right to withhold public disclosure of information if potential legal action is involved in the complaint.
Commission policy on complaints against affiliated institutions is discussed in Chapter 15.
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Chapter 1. Introduction to Voluntary Accreditation and the Commission

[J Relations with Governmental Agencies

To determine eligibility for United States government assistance under certain legislation, the U.S. Department
of Education (USDE) consults the lists of postsecondary institutions affiliated with nationally recognized
accrediting agencies that the government views as reliable authorities on the quality of educational institutions
and programs. Because the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education is among these governmentally-
recognized authorities, affiliation with the Commission helps an institution become eligible for various federal
funds. The most recent review of the Commission by the USDE was conducted in 1991-92. The Secretary of
Education continued recognition of the Commission in 1993. As this Handbook goes to press, the Commission
is again seeking continued recognition. The process should be completed early in 1998. Updates on the
process will be posted on the Commission’s Web site.

The Commission also maintains communications and discussions with officers of state coordinating and
governing boards to clarify the functions and concerns of the Commission with respect to its affiliated
institutions affected by these types of boards. The Commission’s relations with governmental agencies is
discussed further in Chapters 11, 14, and 15. The Appendices include a list of state agencies in the NCA region.
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Chapter 2. Affiliation with the Commission g

Affiliation with the Commission

FORMS OF AFFILIATION

Institutions of higher education may be affiliated with the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, and
through it with the Association, in either of two ways. One is as a candidate institution; the other is as an
accredited institution. Both affiliations are voluntary and are initiated by the institution.

Candidacy is not a prerequisite to accreditation; an institution applying for initial affiliation may apply for either
status. The Commission staff liaison will explain the options as the institution begins its self-study. New or
developing institutions usually choose to seek candidacy; older, more established institutions sometimes choose
to seek accreditation. The choice of which form of affiliation to pursue will be based on the institution’s assessment
of whether it meets the Criteria for Accreditation or the Candidacy Program.

The accreditation of an institution includes all its components, wherever they are located. A component of a larger
institution may be separately accreditable if a significant portion of responsibility and decision-making for its
educational activities lies within the component and not in the other parts of the larger system. The Commission
staff determines, following consultation with the executive officer of the institutional system, whether the system
will be accredited or whether its components will be separately accredited, and how the evaluation will be
conducted.

(0 Candidacy Status

Candidacy is a preaccreditation status and, unlike accreditation, does not carry with it membership in the
Association. Candidacy indicates that an institution fulfills the expectations of the Commission's Candidacy
Program, which include meeting the General Institutional Requirements (GIRs). Candidacy gives an institution
the opportunity to establish a formal, publicly-recognized relationship with the Association. It is the
recommended approach to seeking accreditation for most non-affiliated institutions.

An institution granted candidacy is expected to be making progress toward accreditation; candidacy does
notautomatically assure eventual accreditation. Chapter 13 provides a full discussion of the Commission’s
Candidacy Program.

0 Accreditation Status

Accreditation of an institution establishes that institution's membership in the North Central Association.

Accreditation indicates both to other institutions and to the public that an institution meets the Commission’s

General Institutional Requirements and Criteria for Accreditation. It also indicates the institution’s commitment

to the purposes and goals of the Association. An institution becomes accredited by the Commission through
' the evaluation process outlined in this Handbook.

[0 Communication with the Institution

The Commission transmits its official communications to the Chief Executive Officer of the institution. The
Commission expects the CEO to forward communications about the self-study and evaluation processes to
the Self-Study Coordinator. Because the governing board is the body legally responsible for the institution,
copies of letters communicating official Commission action on the institution also are sent to the Chair of the
institution’s board.
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2. Affiliation with the Commission

(]

Institutional Withdrawal of Application for Affiliation

An institution may withdraw its application for affiliation, without prejudice, at any time before a decision on
that affiliation is made by the Commission. The withdrawal must be initiated by the legally designated
governing body of the institution. The Commission will retain all fees if the application is withdrawn after the
evaluation visit has been made.

Institutional Resignation from Affiliation

Affiliation with the Association and the Commission is voluntary, and an institution may resign its affiliation
atany time. Because resignation from affiliation terminates the institution’s candidacy or accreditation, it must
be initiated by action of the legally designated governing body of the institution. Resignation does not release
the institution from past and current financial obligations with the Commission.

Commission Reconsideration of Aﬁillaﬁon

The Commission reserves the right to reconsider the affiliation of an institution at any time; therefore, it may
call for a comprehensive or focused evaluation whenever it believes one is warranted. In such cases,
the Commission will specify both the timing of the evaluation and the materials to be used, without the usual
cycle of reminder letters and without the usual requirement (in the case of comprehensive evaluations) that
theinstitution undertake a comprehensive self-study process and prepare a Self-Study Report. The Commission
will provide clearly specified reasons for its decision.

Commission Withdrawal of Affiliation

The Commission, after due and careful consideration, can withdraw the affiliation of an institution.
Commission policies clearly specify the conditions under which such action is taken.

¢ An institution may lose its affiliation if it fails to meet one or more of the General Institutional
Requirements and/or the Criteria for Accreditation. In such cases, Commission action to withdraw
affiliation will result from an evaluation, including an on-site visit, either comprehensive or
focused, or upon the recommendation of the Executive Director, if an on-site visit has occurred
within the year preceding.

¢ An institution may lose its affiliation if it fails to meet Institutional Obligations of Affiliation
(see p. 11) within a designated time after being warned in writing of non-compliance.

¢ Aninstitution loses its affiliation if it ceases to operate as an educational institution, unless the
institution makes special arrangements with the Commission.

¢ Aninstitution risks losing its affiliation if it initiates a change after the Commission has denied
a request for approval of the change.

Debts to the Commission

Withdrawal of affiliation by the Commission does not cancel any debts owed the Commission by the institution.
Neither does withdrawal of an application for affiliation by the institution. In either case, unless exempted by
the Commission, an institution seeking a new affiliation status with the Commission must first pay any debts
it might previously have incurred with the Commission.
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O Appeal of a Commission Decision to Deny or Withdraw Affiliation

Institutions have the right to appeal a Commission decision that denies or withdraws accreditation or
candidacy. The appeal is made outside the Commission under procedures established by the Board of
Directors of the North Central Association, as provided in the Constitution of the Association. In its Rules of
Procedure, the Board has specified that the grounds for such an appeal are “(a) that the Commission's decision
was arbitrary, capricious, or not supported by substantial evidence in the record on which the Commission took
action; or (b) that the procedures used to reach the decision were contrary to the NCA Constitution, Rules of
Procedure, Handbook of Accreditation, or other established policies and practices, and the procedural error
prejudiced the Commission's consideration.”

The appeal process requires, among other things, that notice of intent to appeal be an official action of the
institution’s governing board and be filed with the Secretary of the Association not later than 30 days after the
Commission’s action. The Association Rules of Procedure on Appeals document is available from the
Commission office.

Reapplication Following Withdrawal, Resignation, or Denial
?

Commission policy specifies the waiting time for institutions that withdraw application, resign their status, or
have their status denied or withdrawn by the Commission. Submission of a new Self-Study Report constitutes

“reapplication.

In most cases the institution will be required to complete the Preliminary Information Form (PIF) process prior
to submission of the Self-Study. An institution that has completed the PIF process within the last two years
may submit an updated PIF. No additional fee is charged. If the institution has never been through the PIF
process or if the PIF process was completed more than two years prior to reapplication, the institution must
submit a new PIF and pay the full PIF fee.

¢ An institution that withdraws its application for affiliation any time after the evaluation visit
must wait one year after the team visit before reapplying.

¢ Aninstitution that resigns its affiliation must wait one year from the date of resignation before
reapplying. An institution wishing to reaffiliate must follow the same procedure as an institution
never affiliated with the Commission.

¢ After consideration of initial application, an institution denied candidacy must wait one year after
the team visit before reapplying. This period of time may be shortened by Commission action.

¢ After consideration of initial application, an institution denied accreditation must wait two years
after the date of the team visit before reapplying.

¢ When the Commission withdraws the affiliation of an institution—either candidacy or
accreditation—it will not consider an application for affiliation from the same institution until a
period of at least two years has elapsed following the date withdrawal action became effective.

These waiting times may be shortened in individual cases by Commission action.

INSTITUTIONAL OBLIGATIONS OF AFFILIATION

All institutions affiliated with the Commission voluntarily agree to meet Institutional Obligations of Affiliation,
including undergoing periodic review and submitting reports as requested by the Commission. Failure to fulfill

these obligations could result in loss of affiliation.

NCA-CIHE . Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97
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12 Chapter 2. Affiliation with the Commission

The Commission reviews the status of an institution through periodic comprehensive evaluations. The Commission
monitors its affiliated institutions between comprehensive evaluations in a variety of ways. Reports and focused
evaluations may be required as part of the Commission’s accrediting action. In addition, the Commission’s Annual
Report form provides current information on institutional activities and trends. in some cases, the information
gathered by these means can lead to further monitoring.

J The Periodic Review Cycle

Candidacy is continued by evaluations scheduled at least every two years during the candidacy period. Every
accredited institution must have its status reaffirmed not later than five years after it has been initially granted,
and not later than ten years following each subsequent reaffirmation. The time for the next comprehensive
evaluation for continued candidacy or accreditation is explicitly stated in the Commission’s accreditation
action; however, the time of that evaluation may be changed and may occur sooner if the institution introduces
or plans changes that substantially alter its mission, functions, or character (see Chapter 12).

J Reports

The Commission oversees institutions by requiring written reports that address specific developments. The
staff liaison may ask the Team Chair to review the institution’s report because it is sometimes difficuit for staff
to judge the adequacy of the report as a response to the previous Evaluation Team's concerns. The staff
member prepares a written analysis of the report, which includes the Team Chair's comments, if sought, and
the staff action on the report. The analysis is sent to the institution and, if appropriate, the Team Chair.

Commission staff ultimately has the authority to take certain actions on institutional reports. Staff actions on
reports are reported to the Commission. The staff may:

¢ receive and accept the report, thereby removing the requirement of the report;
¢ change the due date of a report when necessary (e.g., if additional information is needed);

¢ require a follow-up report(s) if staff determines that the report does not demonstrate sufficient
progress in alleviating the team'’s concerns.

In some cases, information in a report may lead staff to recommend to the Commission another form of review,
such as

¢ the scheduling of a focused visit,
¢ the addition of a stipulation on the Statement of Affiliation Status, or
¢ the rescheduling of the next comprehensive evaluation.

The staff recommendation may be implemented in one of two ways. The institution may request the additional
review. If the institution makes such a request, then the review will proceed according to established policies and
procedures. If the institution does not request the review, the Commission staff can take a recommendation to
the Commission. If such action is sought, a staff analysis that includes the staff's recommendation and the
institution’s reaction, if any, is provided to the institution, the Commission, and, if appropriate, the Team Chair.

The Commission differentiates among the required reports: progress reports, monitoring reports, and
contingency reports. Their differences are outlined in Chapter 8.
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[0 Focused Evaluations

Focused evaluations are another form of Commission oversight; they occur between comprehensive
evaluations and examine only certain aspects of an institution. Focused evaluations are not primarily
concerned with determining whether an institution fulfills the Criteria for Accreditation. Instead they are meant

-to review specific developments and changes at an institution or to follow up on concerns identified by a

previous evaluation process.

The Commission may call for a focused evaluation as part of its accrediting action. Such actions are recorded
on the institution’s Statement of Affiliation Status. In addition, either the Commission or the Commission staff
may schedule a focused evaluation based upon Commission policies concerning institutional change (see
Chapter 12). In either case, focused evaluations require a report focused on the issues, but do not require a
complete institutional self-study. Focused evaluations, in unique situations, may lead to a recommendation
for Probation or withdrawal of affiliation.

'Institutional Annual Reports

In the spring of each year, the Commission sends each affiliated institution an Institutional Annual Report form.
The Commission considers the Annual Report to be such a S|gn|ﬂcant momtonng tool that failure to supply it may
invite sanctions. -

The Institutional Annual Report requests information about enroliment, about changes in degree offerings,
and about contractual arrangements. It includes the Annual Report of Off-Campus Offerings, which requests
detailed information about all off-campus operations. The Annual Report is structured around the Record of
Status and Scope (RSS). The Commission staff reviews the reports to ensure that institutional operations
continue to comply with Commission policies and are within the affiliation status of the institution.
Inconsistencies between activities reported and the current RSS may lead to the initiation of the Commission's
change process (see Chapter 12). An institution's most recently completed Annual Report form is included
in the materials sent to Evaluation Teams from the Commission office. Information from the Annual Report is
essential to the publication of the Commission’s directory of affiliated institutions.

Payment of Dues and Fees

Payment of dues and fees is an obligation of affiliation. The Commission bills affiliated institutions for annual
dues that are payable on receipt of the billing and are not refundable. The Commission bills the institution for
all evaluation processes. Payment is due prior to the evaluation. The Commission reserves the right to withdraw
the affiliation of an institution that, after due notice, fails to meet its financial obligations.

SANCTIONS

From time to time, the Commission may apply sanctions against its affiliated institutions. Currently, the Commission
has two sanctions: Memorandum for the Record and Probation.

O Memorandum for the Record

The Memorandum for the Record is the sanction applied to an institution that initiates a change without
receiving prior Commission approval. The policy states:
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14 Chapter 2. Affiliation with the Commission

The Memorandum for the Record is an official Commission sanction which indicates that an institution,
because of its initiation of institutional change without required prior Commission approval, has violated
its institutional obligations of affiliation.

The Commission determines whether a Memorandum should be added to the institution’s official file.
It makes that decision (1) upon the recommendation of the Commission staff and/or Evaluation Team
or (2) in situations deemed appropriate by the Commission. A Memorandum for the Record may be
issued whether the institution ceases the change or seeks approval for it. The Memorandum, as a part
of the institution’s official file, will be shared with the next Evaluation Team.

This policy does not apply to an institution that initiates change after the Commission has denied a request
for approval of the change. In such situations the institution risks losing its affiliation.

O Probation

2. Affiliation with the Commission

Probation is a public status signifying that conditions exist at an accredited institution that endanger its ability
to meet one or more of the Commission’s General Institutional Requirements and/or Criteria for Accreditation.
An institution on Probation must disclose this status whenever it refers to its North Central Association
accreditation.

Only the Commission, acting on a recommendation made to it, can place an institution on Probation. A
recommendation that an institution be placed on Probation may be made to the Commission by

¢ acomprehensive or focused visit team,

¢ a Review Committee, or

¢ the Executive Director of the Commission if conditions appear to warrant Commission action
without an evaluation visit.

A team recommendation for Probation is automatically referred to a Review Committee. In all cases, the
Commission acts on a recommendation for Probation only if the institution’s Executive Officer has been given
an opportunity to place a written response to the recommendation before the Commission.

In placing an institution on Probation, the Commission identifies in the Statement of Affiliation Status section
of the institution’s Record of Status and Scope (RSS), (1) the specific conditions that led to Probation and
(2) the date of the institution’s next comprehensive evaluation, at which time the institution must provide clear
evidence of its progress toward ameliorating those conditions. The RSS of an institution on Probation is
available on request from the Commission, after the institution has been notified officially of its Probation. The
RSS is published in the Commission’s annual lists of affiliated institutions.

The Commission’s decision to remove an institution’s Probation status is based upon recommendations from
a comprehensive Evaluation Team and a Review Committee. The Commission follows its established policies
in choosing to accept, reject, or modify these recommendations.

THE RECORD OF STATUS AND SCOPE

The Commission includes in its statement of mission the commitment to provide to the public accurate information
concerning the relationship of institutions affiliated with the Commission. This relationship is captured in a public
disclosure document, a Record of Status and Scope (RSS), which reports the status of the institution with the
Commission and additional information from the institution’s Annual Report. The Commission has prepared an RSS

@ NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97
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for each institution affiliated with it. The RSS, printed in full each year in the North Central Association Quarterly,
is provided to anyone who requests it.

The RSS consists of two major components:

¢ the Statement of Affiliation Status (SAS), the basic document that summarizes the status of the
institution with the Commission, and

¢ the Statement of Institutional Scope and Activities (SISA), a summary of information extracted
by the Commission from the Institutional Annual Report.

O The Statement of Affiliation Status (SAS)

Each Statement of Affiliation Status section of the RSS contains these basic elements: name; highest degree
awarded; most recent Commission action; status; stipulations; site approval exemption; progress reports
required; monitoring reports required; contingency reports required; other evaluations required; last compre-
hensive evaluation; next comprehensive evaluation. Each time a change in the information pertaining to one
or more of these elements occurs, the SAS is reviewed and revised through appropriate Commission
processes; the revised SAS is sent to the institution by the office of the Commission. Thus, at any given time,
the most recent SAS contains the currentinformation concerning the institution’s status with the Commission.

[0 The Statement of Institutional Scope and Activities (SISA)

Each spring the Commission submits an Institutional Annual Report to all affiliated institutions. That report
requires the institution to provide, among other things, information on the following activities:

¢ Legal Status: indicates whether the institution is public, private, or proprietary.

¢ Affiliation: indicates a direct relationship with an external agency, such as a church, a hospital,
or, in the case of a proprietary institution, an owner.

¢ Undergraduate and graduate enrollment: indicates the headcount and full-time equivalent
enroliments for undergraduate and graduate programs during the fall of the most recent
academic year.

Note: A few specialized graduate institutions might report undergraduate students. In these
situations, the institution does not offer undergraduate programs; instead, it is providing to its
graduate students some undergraduate courses that are prerequisite to its graduate offerings.

¢ Number of degree programs: indicates the levels at which the institution offers degree
programs and the number of degree programs offered at each level. Expansion or change of
degree programs may be restricted by Commission action or policy. The Commission does not
list graduate certificates.

Note: some institutions may count their programs differently. A few count only basic degrees
(e.g., Bachelorof Arts); mostcount major programs within those basic degrees (e.g., B.A.degrees
in English, Mathematics, Biology); and a very few count sub-specialties (e.g., B.A. in Secondary
Education, Social Studies).

¢ Full service degree sites other than home campus: identifies sites with full on-site
administrative and student support services at which one or more degree programs can be
completed entirely at that site.

" 2nd ed. 09/97
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2. Affiliation with the Commission

¢ Other degree sites: identifies sites at which one or more degree programs can be completed
entirely at that site but which are not staffed on-site to provide full administrative and student
support services.

¢ Course sites: identifies sites at which five or more credit bearing courses are offered. In-state
sites are identified only by total number and are listed only if 50% or more of a degree program
can be completed at the site and if more than 100 students [unduplicated head count] are served
at the site annually.

Note: site listings do not include internships, clinical sites, and study abroad programs.

¢ Other program features: indicates whether the institution offers courses or programs through
means other than traditional classroom instruction.

From that information, the Commission constructs for each institution a Statement of Institutional Scope and
Activities. Because this information is self-reported, the Commission's mechanism for developing the SISA
allows for some variation among statements. Teams, of course, confirm the accuracy of the SISA during
evaluation visits; but institutions may amend the SISA yearly, as long as the amendment does not violate
Commission policy on institutional change (see Chapter 12).
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Chapter Reference

A Sample RSS

In its final form, a published Record of Status and Scope might look like this:

This section
describes the
institution’s
official status with

the Commission.

JOHN DEWEY COLLEGE
1100 South State Street
Chicago, !l. 60605

(312) 942-6060

Jane E. Jones, President

Statement of Affiliation Status

Status: Accredited. (1952- ) i
Highest degree awarded: Master’s. :
Most recent action: October 16, 1990. ‘

Stipulations on affiliation status: Out of state offerings are limited to the Master of
Business Administration degree program in Dubuque, IA, and Kenosha, WI. Interna-
tional offerings are limited to the Bachelor of Arts degree in Tokyo, Japan.

Newdegree sites: No priorCommission approval required for offering existing bachelor's
degree programs at new sites within the state.

Progress reports required: None.

Monitoring reports required: A report by October 1, 1999, on recruitment and retention
of students.

Contingency reports required: None.

Other visits required: A visit in 2000-01 focused on faculty development and develop-
ment at the graduate level.

Last comprehensive evaluation: 1996-1997.
Next comprehensive evaluation: 2006-07.

b

—_—

Statement of Institutional Scope and Activities

Legal status: Private, not for profit institution.

F/96 undergraduate enrollment: 5240(h); 3658(f). —— (h) headcount

F/96 graduate enroliment: 1645(h); 1158(1). (f) full-time equivalent
Number of degree programs: Bachelor’s (18) Master's (8). ‘
Full service degree sites other than home campus: Springfield.

Other degree sites:
— In state: Peoria. Joliet.
— In other states: Dubuque, IA; Kenosha. WL.

— Outside the United States: Tokyo. Japan.

— In state (5+ courses/semester): 3 sites.
Other program features: Credit offerings in correctional institutions: through alternative

This information

is updated from 1

the institution’s 11

Annual Report |
i
Course sites:
‘ delivery.
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Chapter 3. The General Institutional Requirements 19

The General Institutional Requirements

PURPOSE OF THE GENERAL INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

The Commission’s General Institutional Requirements (GIRs) fulfill the following purposes.

¢ They define the broadest parameters of the universe of institutions of higher education that can
choose to hold affiliation with the Commission.

O They establish a threshold of institutional development needed by an institution seeking to affiliate
with the Commission.

¢ They reflect the Commission’s basic expectations of all affiliated institutions of higher education,
whether they hold candidacy or accreditation status.

00 The Relationshlp belween the GIRs and the Explnoation

Wh|Ie most of the GIRs are objectlve in nature, some use words that require judgment. The Commission
provides a fuller explanation of its expectation for each GIR through an accompanying explication to assist
institutions and Evaluation Teams in making their judgments. The explication is meant to elucidate the GIR,
not substitute for it.

An example:

D

GIR #10 calls for “a sufficient number” of full-time faculty. The explication proposes that “it is reasonable
to expect that an institution would usually have at least one full-time faculty member for each major that
itoffers.” However, the GIR allows for more than a one-to-one relationship between majors and faculty;
that is, it does not require that every major have one identified full-time faculty assigned solely to the
major.

The Commission can amend the explication as needed to ensure that it is clear and readily understood and
is being used effectively and consistently by institutions and Evaluation Teams.

THE GENERAL INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

An institution affiliated with the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association
of Colleges and Schools meets these General Institutional Requirements.

Mission

1. It has a mission statement, A mission statement defines the basic character of an institution, including a
formally adopted by the brief description of its primary educational program(s) and their purposes, the
governing board and made students for which they are intended, the geographical area served by the
public, declaring that it is an institution (or the particular constituency it serves), and an account of how the
institution of higher institution fits within the broader higher education community. Because the
education. Commission’s affiliation with an institution testifies to the appropriateness of its

NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97
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GIR 1 continued. ..

Explication

activities as well as to their quality, it is necessary that the institution’s mission
statement be adopted formally by the institution’s governing board and be made
available to the public at large, particularly to prospective students.

2.

Itis a degree-granting
institution.

Through this requirement, the Commission limits affiliation to degree-granting
institutions. While an affiliated institution might offer certificates and diploma
programs, the Commission expects an appropriate academic focus on its
degree programs.

Authorization

3.

It has legal authorization
to grant its degrees, and it
meets all the legal
requirements to operate
as an institution of higher
education wherever it
conducts its activities.

Aninstitution of higher education, no matter in which state(s) it is located, must
hold appropriate state (and, in a few cases, federal) authority to exist and to
grant its degrees. All of the Commission’s activities presume the legality of the
institution and its operations. Therefore, before an institution can affiliate with
the Commission—and before the Commission can extend an institution’s
affiliated status to include new sites in new-states—it must have assurance that
the institution holds all appropriate legal atithorizations for its higher education
activities. ‘

It has legal documents
to confirm its status:
not-for-profit, for-profit,
or public.

It is essential that the Commission, as well as the public at large, understand
clearly the corporate nature of an institution. Because that nature is confirmed
by legal documents, the Commission requires that those documents exist and
are available for review.

Governance

5.

It has a governing board that
possesses and exercises
necessary legal power to
establish and review basic
policies that govern the
institution.

Corporate charters, state legislation, or federal charters typically outline the
basic authority held by institutions’ governing boards. The Commission looks to
those documents and to the subsequent bylaws established by the institution
to determine whether the governing board possesses appropriate power. In the
minutes of the board the Commission seeks evidence that the board carries out
its authority. Governing boards should establish policies to direct the institution.
Boards should meet frequently enough and be so structured that they possess
sound knowledge upon which to establish and review those policies.

Its governing board includes
public members and is
sufficiently autonomous from
the administration and
ownership to assure the
integrity of the institution.

Although every governing board will be concerned primarily with the integrity
and academic quality of the institution for which it is responsible, it also has an
obligation to assure that the institution serves the public interest. The Commis-
sion expects, therefore, that each governing board will have “public members,”
people who can make decisions free of any personal or financial interests that
might be affected. Moreover, the Commission expects that a governing board,
while conscious of the interests of a variety of constituencies, has structures and
personnel that make it capable of decision-making free from undue influence
of governmental bodies, supporting bodies, and employees.
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7. It has an executive

officer designated by the
governing board to provide
administrative leadership
for the institution.

The Commission requires that the governing board designate a person who
leads the institution and who coordinates the day-by-day running of it. Typically
that person is the president. No matter what the title, that person must hold
appropriate authority to carry out the broad policies established by the govern-
ing board.

Its governing board
authorizes the institution’s
affiliation with the
Commission.

In affiliating with the Commission, an institution enters a relationship that it
agrees to honor. The governing board must be knowledgeable about that
refationship and must approve, by formal action, the institution’s entry into it.

Faculty

it employs a faculty that -
has earned from accredited
institutions the degrees
appropriate to. the level of
instruction offered by the
institution.

Typically, this means that:

This GIR describes the threshold educational requirements for an institution’s
faculty. In this requirement, faculty includes both full-time and part-time facufty.
All of an institution’s faculty, both those at its home campus(es) and those at

other instructional sites, are included in judging this-requirement.

most (i.e., at least two-thirds to three-
quarters) of the faculty have earned,
from accredited institutions:

in an institution whose highest
degree programs are significantly
or predominantly at the:

~ associate’s level — bachelor's or graduate degrees

— bachelor’s level — graduate degrees

— graduate level — doctoral degrees

However, several other factors may lead a team to conclude that this GIR is met.
Particutarly when judging institutions in or applying for candidacy, a team might
consider whether the institution can document the following conditions.

¢ Allornearlyall faculty teaching transfer courses (i.e., courses in subject
areas where work toward the associate degree carries transfer credit
toward higher degrees—the liberal arts, business, technology, and an
ever-growing number of other fields) hold graduate degrees. (In-
creasingly, any technical course is liable to be transferable toward a
higher degree.}

¢ Faculty who now hold less than baccalaureate degrees possess
special training, experience, creative production, or otheraccomplish-
ments or distinctions that qualify them for their specific assignments,
and, over the next three to five years, the institution will replace these
faculty or upgrade their academic credentials.

¢ Faculty who do not hold the typical degrees expected in an institution
offering a particular level of instruction are nearing completion of these
degrees, orare, withinstitutional encouragement and support, actively
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GIR 9 continued. .. pursuing courses of study that will lead to these degrees within three
to five years.

¢ The institution has adopted and implemented criteria and processes
for hiring and replacing faculty that require possession of the degree
typical for an institution offering its level of instruction.

Recent changes (i.e., over the last three years) in the composition of
the faculty demonstrate clearly a pattern that the institution is moving
to improve its faculty's qualifications.

10. A sufficient number of This GIR speaks to the need for a core of full-time faculty at every institution.
the faculty are full-time Included are faculty whose primary employment is with the institution, whose
employees of the responsibilities constitute full-time employment, and whose primary responsibili-
institution. ties are instructional. Administrators “with faculty rank” but with no regularly-

assigned teaching duties are not counted for purposes of judging this requirement.

3. The General Institutional Requirements
o

The Commission has determined that faculty responsibilities at an institution are
best fulfiled when a core of full-time teaching faculty has as its primary .
commitment the educational programs provided by the institution. This means full-
time rather than part-time employment at the institution. There is no precise
mathematical formulato determine the appropriate number offull-time faculty each
institution should have. However, itis reasonable to expect that an institution would
usually have at least one full-time faculty member for as many majors as it offers.
This expectation captures the common understanding in the higher education
community that an institution should limit its program offerings to those that it can
adequately staff. A consortial institution staffed by full-time faculty of participating
accredited colleges and universities satisfies this requirement.

11. Its faculty has a significant This GIR speaks to the role faculty (as defined in GIRs 9 and 10) must play in the
role in developing and design and evaluation of educational programs. Faculty not only provide
evaluating all of the instruction and advise students, but also are involved in institutional
institution’s educational governance and operations through their work on committees and other
programs. institutional processes.

Typically, faculty develop curricula, approve all curricular offerings of the
institution, and establish ways to evaluate the effectiveness and currency of the
curricula. They are responsible for the quality of off-campus as well as on-
campus offerings. Through clearly defined structures, faculty and administra-
tors exercise oversight for all educational offerings.

Educational Program

12. It confers degrees. By policy, the Commission accredits institutions only after they confer their first
degrees. For candidate institutions that have yet to graduate a student, it is
sufficient to show that the institution has a plan and timetable ensuring that it will
confer degrees within the candidacy period.
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13. It has degree programs in This requirement speaks directly to the nature of institutions acceptable to the

operation, with students
enrolled in them.

Commission. Not only must an affiliated institution offer degree programs, it must
also have students actively enrolled in them. This requirement excludes institu-
tions that have authorization to offer degrees, but have students only in short-
term programs that do not lead to degrees.

14.

Its degree programs are
compatible with the
institution’s mission and
are based on recognized
fields of study at the higher
education level.

The Commission requires that the programs offered by affiliated institutions are
both appropriate to the stated mission of the institution and sufficiently common
to institutions of higher education. Therefore, the Commission cannot review
institutions that offer only programs unique to that institution.

15.

Its degrees are appropriately
named, following practices
common to institutions of
higher education in terms of
both length and content of
the programs.

The naming of degrees usually follows certain traditions revolving around both
length and content of program. Often those designators capture the content or
breadth of the general education component, the professional content of the
program, or the terminal or transfer nature of the program. The Commission
requires that affiliated institutions follow such required or common practices in
assigning degree designations for their programs. Although some states define
by law the length of certain degree programs, most institutions follow standard
practice in higher education of awarding degrees only after students have
accrued a specific number of quarter or semester hours, have completed a
specific number of quarters or semesters of study, and/or have demonstrated
proficiencies typically found among students who have accrued the hours of
study or have studied for a specific number of years.

16.

Its undergraduate degree
programs include a coherent
general education
requirement consistent with
the institution’s mission and
designed to ensure breadth
of knowledge and to promote
intellectual inquiry.

Defining General Education

Throughout its history, the Commission has held to the tenet that higher
education involves breadth as well as depth of study. General education refers
to that component of a student's study that ensures breadth. In 1983 the
Commission approved this Statement on General Education, which still applies:

General educationis “general” in several clearly identifiable ways: it is not
directly related to a student’s formal technical, vocational, or professional
preparation; it is a part of every student’s course of study, regardless of
his or her area of emphasis, and it is intended to impart common
knowledge, intellectual concepts, and attitudes that every educated
person should possess.

Recently, the Commission refined its understanding of general education,
emphasizing the need for a general education program to be coherent, ensure
breadth of knowledge, and promote intellectual inquiry.

Therefore, regardless of how an institution of higher education defines its goals
for general education,
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. GR - Explication ___

GIR 16 continued. .. ¢ it will be able to show that it has thoughtfully considered and clearly
articulated the purposes and content of the general education it
provides to its students;

R

¢ it will give evidence of its commitment to the importance of general
education by including an appropriate component of general educa-
tion in all of its programs of substantial length, whether they lead to
certificates, diplomas, or degrees; and

¢ ifit offers graduate instruction, it will provide further evidence of this
commitment by requiring the student to have completed a general
education program for admission to its graduate programs.

Documenting the Centrality of General Education

It is essential that an institution of higher education seeking initial or continued
affiliation with the Commission document and make public the centrality of
general education to its educational endeavors. An evaluation team considers
whether the institution’s

3. The General Institutional Requirements

¢ mission and purposes statements articulate the centrality of general
education;

¢ statements of educational philosophy demonstrate how general edu-
cation goals are integrated into core, major, and elective courses
within the major;

¢ institution-wide general education learning objectives are clearly
articulated and publicized;

¢ assessment of student academic achievement includes the general
education compaonent of the program and is linked with expected
learning outcomes;

¢ faculty teaching general education courses hold graduate degrees
that include substantial study (typically a minimum of 18 semester
hours atthe graduate level) appropriate to the academic field in which
they are teaching;

¢ faculty have ownership and control over the general education cur-
riculum through active participation in appropriate governance struc-
tures; and

¢ faculty systematically and comprehensively review the general educa-
tion curriculum.

Based on its stated purposes for general education, an institution might
emphasize inthe description of its program either basic curricular patterns, such
as a core curriculum or distribution requirements, or it might focus on cognitive
experiences and the demonstration of the skills and competencies students
acquire as a result of those experiences. However the program is presented, it
should be clear that the institution intends to provide a coherent program that
ensures breath of knowledge and promotes intellectual inquiry.

Q YCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 3 5 2nd ed. 09/97
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17.

It has admission policies and
practices that are consistent
with the institution’s mission
and appropriate to its
educational programs.

Explication ) .

An institution's admission requirements seek to identify students capable of
succeeding both at the institution and in the educational program(s) to which
they are admitted. Almost all institutions will need to supplement these require-
ments with appropriate educational support programs and advising services.
Careful attention to federal and state requirements concerning financial aid
eligibility, including ability to benefit, is mandatory. Every institution must be
vigilant to assure that its programs are appropriately represented to all students.

Note: Commission policy holds that each institution determines its own policies
and procedures for accepting transfer credits, including credits from accredited
and non-accredited institutions, from foreign institutions, and from institutions
that grant credit for experiential learning and for non-traditional adult learner
programs.

18.

It provides its students
access to those learning
resources and support
services requisite for its
degree programs.

The learning resources referred to in this requirement might differ according to
the program. For example, vocational-technical programs cannot succeed
without shops and laboratories necessary for effective teaching and learning.
Every programrequires some use of library resources, broadly defined toinclude
access to information through information networks and computer data bases
as well as print media. Similarly, institutions must provide student support
services that might include such things as academic advising and financial aid
counseling for all institutions, housing and food services for residential colleges,
and support programs for targeted constituencies at many colleges. If the
institution does not own these resources, it must show that its students have
access to them on a regular, dependable basis.

Finances

19.

It has an external financial
audit by a certified public
accountant or a public audit
agency at least every two
years.

Not only does the Commission consider an external financial audit as necessary for
sound management of an institution, it also relies on such audits to provide
important information necessary to the accreditation process. This clarifies the
Commission's requirement for certified financial statements with a certified public
accountant’s opinion to validate the statements prepared by the institution.

Where separate audited financial statements are not available because the institu-
tion is a component of a larger corporate entity, the institution may satisfy this
requirement by providing audited financial statements of the larger organization
that include as “Supplemental Information” the financial activity of the institution as
separate from the organization. This “Supplemental Information” will have been
subjected to the same auditing processes as the basic financial statements.

20.

Its financial documents
demonstrate the
appropriate allocation and
use of resources to support
its educational programs.

A balanced budget does not ensure that the institution adequately supports its
educational programs, although both budgets and audits give some evidence of
how an institution allocates its resources. Given the complexity of many
institutions, other financial documents, such as multi-year comparative state-
ments and long-range plans, might be equally important in explaining the fiscal
priorities of the institution.
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 GR Explication e

21. Its financial practices, The Commission looks at budgeting and accounting practices, cash-flow
records, and reports histories and projections, and debt-equity ratios, among other forms of evi-
demonstrate fiscal viability. dence, in determining whether this requirement is met. Institutions that cannot

build reserves or that frequently use reserves to balance budgets might not be
well-managed financially. Institutions with significant cash-flow problems run
the risk of having to declare bankruptcey. Institutions may carry such a heavy debt
load that long-term financial health is impossible. Since the Commission’s
affiliation with an institution should provide to the public some assurance of the
institution’s long-term stability, the Commission must weigh carefully the
institution’s financial health.

Public Information

3. The General Institutional Requirements

22. Its catalog or other official The Commission requires that an institution’s publications provide dependable
documents includes its consumer information. The college catalog and the student handbook serve as
mission statement along with the primary documents through which a college publishes this important
accurate descriptions of information, although some might use other documents as well. It is critical that

the documents are available to the public, and are clear, accurate, and useful to
O its educational programs  the reader.
and degree requirements;

O its learning resources;

O its admissions policies and
practices;

O its academic and non-
academic policies and
procedures directly
affecting students;

O its charges and refund
policies; and

O the academic credentials
of its faculty and
administrators.

23. It accurately discloses its Just as the Commission requires that its affiliated institutions fairly and accu-
standing with accrediting rately represent their affiliation with the Commission, so too does the Commis-
bodies with which it is sion require that affiliated institutions follow the same practices with all other
affiliated. accrediting bodies. Because the public often confuses the nature and purposes

of institutional and specialized accreditation, it is important that institutional
disclosure of relationships with both are accurate. Under current federal
requirements accurate disclosure also includes providing the addresses and
telephone numbers of all accrediting associations.
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‘ L GrR_______J§ Explication

24. It makes available upon Most public and private institutions publish annual financial reports, available to
request information that prospective students, toalumni, and tothe public atlarge. This requirement aims
accurately describes its at providing assistance to those seeking assurance of the fiscal health of an
financial condition. affiliated institution. An institution must communicate to its pubtics, in catalogs,

viewbooks, or other publications, what financial information is available to the
public, and how this information can be obtained.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE GIRS AND THE CRITERIA

The General Institutional Requirements (GIRs) describe the primary requirements for affiliation with the
Commission. A team evaluating an institution applying for initial candidacy not only examines carefully whether
it meets each GIR, but also explores its ability to meet the five Criteria within its period of candidacy. Since each
GIR deals with issues evaluated in greater breadth and depth underthe Criteria, itis important that both institutions
and Consultant-Evaluators understand the relationship between the threshold requirements of the GIRs and the
higher expectations embodied in the Criteria.

Aninstitution evaluated for continued candidacy, for initial accreditation, or for continued accreditation continues
to document—and Evaluation Teams continue to confirm—that the institution meets the GIRs. Appropriate
documentation for establishing that the GIRs and the Criteria are met is listed in Chapter 5, in the section on

' “Materials Available to the Evaluation Team on Campus.” However, it is unusual for examination of the GIRs to
constitute a large part of the agenda for comprehensive evaluation visits to accredited institutions unless that
institution has undergone significant transformation since its last visit. Customarily, an institution’s ability to meet
the higher expectations of the Criteria forms the focus of visits to candidate and accredited institutions.

The GIRs establish a foundation within the accreditation process. The Criteria for Accreditation constitute the frame
and structure built on that foundation. Each criterion is related to one or more GIRs, but each goes beyond the basic
expectation of the GIRs.

The following table suggests the rich variety of relationships between the GIRs and the Criteria.

Criteria for Accreditation General Institutional Requirement
Criterion One GIRs #1,2, 3,4,12, 14
Criterion Two GIRs #5,6,7,9,10, 11, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21
Criterion Three GIRs #9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20
Criterion Four Almost all GIRs relate to this Criterion
Criterion Five GIRs #3, 6, 8, 17, 22, 23, 24
. ¢ GIR #1 calls for a mission statement. Criterion One asks for “clear and publicly stated purposes
consistent with [the] mission.”
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28 Chapter 3. The General Institutional Requirements

¢ GIR #16 calls for a “coherent general education program—designed to ensure breadth of knowledge
and to promote intellectual inquiry.” An institution’s discussion of Criterion Three should include
evaluation of the effectiveness of that program, not just its design.

¢ GIR #18 calls for “access to those learning resources and support services requisite for its degree
programs.” An institution’s discussion of Criterion Two should include evaluation of the adequacy of
the learning resources and support services, not just the access to them.

Itis possible for an institution to meet the GIRs and fail to achieve affiliation with the Commission.
The programs for candidacy and for accreditation require that an institution both meet the GIRs and fulfill the
Criteria for Accreditation (the Candidacy Program explains the extent to which candidate institutions must
fulfill the Criteria). Gaining affiliation with the Commission, then, requires more than meeting the Commission's
GIRs.

3. The General Institutional Requirements
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. | The Criteria for Accreditation

THE CRITERIA AND THE PATTERNS OF EVIDENCE

0 The Criteria: An Introduction

The purposes of the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education include both public determinations of
institutional quality and encouragement of continual institutional self-improvement. To inform the evaluation
process, the Commission has organized the issues examined in each institutional evaluation into broad areas,
or Criteria for Accreditation (see p. 65 ff. for a concise list of Criteria). Since all five of the Commission’s
Criteria are critical to overall institutional effectiveness, meeting all five is required for accreditation.

The Commission sets high expectations for its member institutions in each area, and judges holistically
whether member institutions meet its Criteria. Outstanding performance in an area covered by one Criterion
does not compensate for unacceptable performance in another. Consequently, in analyzing an institution to
identify its strengths and weaknesses, it is critical that both institutions and evaluators understand what is
judged under which Criterion. Through its publications and programs, the Commission focuses the attention
of both institutions and Evaluation Teams on those-issues and areas of institutional operation that are of
general concern throughout the higher education community.

O Working with the Patterns of Evidence

. The Commission has always examined the overall pattern of evidence relating to each Criterion to determine
whether an institution should be accredited. The Pattermms of Evidence provide formally-approved lists of
typical areas of institutional activity or concern (“indicators”™) that relate directly to the satisfaction of each
Criterion. These lists of indicators illustrate characteristic varieties of evidence that an institution might present
in building its case. They provide a core of important concerns to be considered by every institution and
Evaluation Team, and inform an evaluative process that is equitable and fair.

Because the indicators exemplify the types of issues that Evaluation Teams will explore, institutions should
consider the indicators during the self-study process. However,

- © not every indicator will be critical for every institution;

¢ many institutions will want to include additional indicators of their success in fulfilling each of
the Criteria;

¢ the indicators are neither checklists, nor are they exhaustive; and

O the indicators are broad descriptions of the kind of concerns and issues the Commission
considers when making a decision about each Criterion. '

The Commission confirms its intention by placing after each Criterion and before the list of indicators the
phrase—

. “In determining appropriate patterns of evidence for the criterion, the Commission considers
evidence such as...,”
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[0 What Patterns and Indicators Mean for Institutions

The indicators provide a beginning for self-study
and self-evaluation, not a complete formula or
recipe for conducting a self-study process. To
study itself effectively, an institution must first
delineate the range of matters it will address. The
indicators help identify issues and concerns com-
mon throughout American higher education. In
addition to these, an institution may consider
issues emerging from its own history and experi-
ence; its articulated purposes; and the challenges
it has faced, now faces, or will face in the future.

The report an institution prepares after complet-
ing its self-study process serves asthe first mecha-
nism by which the Evaluation Team comes to
know, understand, and evaluate the institution.
Because the Self-Study Report should demon-
strate a pattern of evidence concerning each
Criterion, it need not present a/l the evidence the
institution has collected. Instead, it should sum-
marize broadly the sources and variety of evi-
dence examined, the means and criteria used to
evaluate it, and the conclusions drawn from it. In
addition, during the campus visit the institution
should be able to make additional evidence that
supports its conclusions available to the team.

In establishing a pattern of evidence that supports
its conclusion that it satisfies each Criterion, an
institution should discuss specific indicators that
make the strongest case. Similarly, it should
address areas of weakness, both to be honest and
to ensure credibility. Practiced evaluators know
perfect institutions do not exist and can spot
undiscussed problems quickly. The institution
should understand that the Commission looks
collectively at institutional strengths and weak-
nesses relating to a particular Criterion, balancing
them in reaching a judgment. The institution and
the Evaluation Team share a responsibility to con-
front and discuss both strengths and weaknesses.

An institution should avoid using the list of indica-
tors following each Criterion as a table of contents
for its Self-Study Report; a presentation organized

Patterns and Indicators:
An Nustration

Criterion
One

Statement
on “Patterns —
of Evidence”

“List of
indicators”
related to —
Criterion
One

—| tent with its mission and appro-

The institution has clear and
publicly stated purposes consis-

priate to an institution of higher
education.

In determining appropriate patterns
of evidence for the criterion, the
Commission considers evidence
such as:

a. long- and short-range institu-
tional and educational goals.

b. processes, involving its
constituencies, through which
the institution evaluates its
purposes.

c. decision-making processes that
are appropriate to its stated
mission and purposes.

d. understanding of the stated
purposes by institutional
constituencies.

e. efforts to keep the public
informed of its institutional and
educational goals through
documents such as the catalog
and program brochures.

f.  support for freedom of inquiry
for faculty and students.

g. institutional commitment to
excellence both in the teaching
provided by faculty and the
learning expected of students.

around these indicators would be fractured, difficult to follow, and would require extensive cross-referencing.
Instead, the discussion addressing each Criterion should aim at describing the institution’s conclusions
reached in its self-study process and the pattern of evidence that supports that conclusion. Undoubtedly
individual indicators must be cited or referenced to support this pattern, but the order and emphasis will differ
for every institution. However, the lists of indicators might suggest index headings that would confirm the

breadth of coverage in the report.
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O What Patterns and Indicators Mean for Evaluation Teams

To make effective use of the Patterns of Evidence, Evaluation Team members read the Self-Study Report with
at least three goals in mind.

O First, they see whether the report provides preliminary assurance (to be confirmed when they visit
the campus) that the self-study process was, indeed, serious, comprehensive, and designed and
executed in a way that could help the institution to discover its strengths, its challenges, and its
opportunities for continuing self-improvement.

¢ Second, the Evaluation Team determines from the Self-Study Report whether a convincing
pattern of evidence is present to support the institution’s contention that it satisfies each of the
five Criteria for Accreditation. From the report, the team will identify indicators that may need
further examination during their campus visit.

¢ Third, and most important, the Evaluation Team determines whether the conclusions the
institution drew from its examination of the evidence are valid—and whether the team concurs
with the institution’s appraisal.

It is inappropriate for an institution to defend its weaknesses by pointing to member institutions with equal
(or worse) deficiencies, and an Evaluation Team should not ignore a problem because other institutions with
similar or more serious problems are accredited. As the Commission raises its expectations for the higher
education community, the decisions it makes will reflect those higher expectations—even if, as a result, there
are institutions currently accredited by the Commission that would experience difficulty if they were seeking
initial affiliation today.

In making a negative recommendation, a team must identify its concerns, clearly and specifically, showing how
the patterns of evidence fail to demonstrate that the institution fulfills one or more Criteria. In doing so,
individual evaluators will question the institution’s presentation of its case in the Self-Study Report. They will
be guided in part by the indicators. But, they will also go beyond the Self-Study Report, asking about aspects
of institutional culture and operation that the institution may not have discussed explicitly.

Broader Institutional Contexts

In the Commission’s work, institutions and evaluators examine patterns and indicators using multiple contexts
or frameworks.

s What the institution itself articulates as its mission, purposes, and objectives. Institutions publicly
dedicate themselves to particular purposes—from “sharpening minds” to “preparing students for jobs” to
“improving society.” Not only will the Commission scrutinize an institution’s goals in light of their
appropriateness to the values of higher education, it will also examine institutional activities and
achievements in light of those intentions.

®  How well the institution has progressed since its last evaluation. The Commission takes seriously
its belief that continuous improvement should be an outcome of the accreditation process. Therefore,
institutions are measured against their own history; concerns identified during previous evaluations
should be corrected and strengths preserved.

®  What generally is recognized as good practice at benchmark or “peer” institutions. Often a
particular aspect of an institution can be evaluated best by comparing it with the corresponding feature
of similar institutions. For example, in judging the appropriateness of faculty development, or library
resources, or student services, an institution or an Evaluation Team may look at good practice among
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tiomn

whatever group of peer institutions is appropriate. If regional differences are significant, comparison may
bewith rural institutions, urban institutions, or multi-campus colleges. Comparison should consider a peer
group of institutions that faces conditions similar to those at the institution under review.

® What is deemed appropriate among all of the higher education institutions the Commission
accredits. On many matters, the peer group for comparison may be the entire group of nearly 1,000 U.S.
colleges and universities accredited by the Commission. Regarding issues such as the involvement of
faculty in the establishment and review of programs, support for free and open inquiry, or the critical
centrality of the general education program in undergraduate education, shared expectations and values
exist throughoutthe higher education community. However, the Commission will scrutinize aninstitution’s
goalsinlight of theirappropriateness, and consider whether they are in harmony with the values espoused
in the higher education community.

4. The Criteria for Accredi

FOCUS ON CRITERION ONE

“The institution has clear and publicly stated purposes
consistent with its mission and appropriate to an institution of higher education.”

[0 Commission Definition of “Purposes” and “Consistent”

“Purposes” refers to the multiple and specific ends the institution intends to achieve in order to carry out its
more general “mission.” Most institutions have broad, general statements of mission that are relatively brief.
Statements of purposes—of long- and short-range institutional goals—are more specific and detailed. Usually
qualitative or quantitative measures can speak to their accomplishment.

“Consistent” means that the stated purposes are directly related to the stated mission. For example, part of
an institution’s mission might be “to meet the educational needs of the community”; a related purpose might
be “to assure that working adults have access to effective vocational and technical programs.”

When the Commission uses “publicly-stated purposes,” it means purposes that are written, published, and
generally available to all constituencies. It also means those specific ends for which an institution is willing
to be held accountable. Although the Commission historically has used the term “stated purposes” to describe
this level of specificity, some institutions choose to use “goals” or “objectives” instead. Some long-range and
strategic planning endeavors also use these terms instead of “stated purposes.”

O Commission Meaning of “Appropriate to an Institution of Higher Education”

The Commission expects its affiliated institutions to have purposes that

¢ affirmfor faculty and students the freedom of inquiry basic tothe intellectual vitality of institutions
of higher education;

& explain the particular combination of acadeniic programs provided by the institution;

o O speak clearly to the learning expected of students;
=
3 & support the commitment to educational breadth and depth typical of institutions of higher
] education; and
i
.'E E & commit the institution to the excellence in teaching expected of institutions of higher education.
@l
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By specifying “higher education” in this criterion, the Commission defines its expectation that affiliated
institutions, through their publicly-stated purposes, share educational goals and values common to other
institutions of higher education.

The Role of “Stated Purposes” in the Accreditation Process

The Commission’s accreditation processes measure an institution against its more specifically-
stated “purposes,” not against its broadly-stated mission. The second, third, and fourth Criteria for
Accreditation are built on the foundation established in this first criterion: the word “purposes,” not the word
“mission,” is found in each of them.

The Commission assumes that statements of mission and purposes guide institutional planning and
budgeting and provide a framework for governance, administration, and communication. They are reflected
in every aspect of the institution and its activities, such as admissions and retention policies; curricular and
extracurricular programs; hiring, retention, tenure, and promotion of faculty; institutional organizational
structure; and financial and physical resources.

Although stated purposes should be flexible enough to allow an institution to respond to new challenges and
opportunities, they should be firm enough to allow it to resist haphazard growth or retrenchment. Moreover,
they should be clearly stated and precise enough to allow the institution, its constituencies, and the
Commission, to measure, either qualitatively or quantitatively, how well the institution achieves them.

Institutional Self-Study and Team Evaluation for This Criterion

Every institutional self-study process should involve an evaluation of the institution’s statement of mission and
purposes. Sometimes the self-study process becomes an avenue through which the statement is amended,
even recast. Considering the central nature of stated purposes to the total accrediting process, institutional
self-studies should not treat them lightly. They should go beyond simply quoting the statements from the
catalog or from the legislation that established the institution.

Determining whether an institution’s purposes are “clear and publicly stated” involves more than judging the
intelligibility of their wording or determining where and how they are published and disseminated. It also
involves determining whether

¢ the statement of purposes flows from the statement of mission,

¢ the statement of purposes supports the values of higher education,

¢ there seems to be among the institution’s various constituents a common understanding of the
purposes of the institution, and/or

¢ the statement of purposes informs decision-making at the institution.

Every Self-Study Report mustinclude the institution’s stated mission and purposes. But the self-study process,
through which the institution conducts an evaluation of those statements, might take a variety of forms.

Some examples:

D  An institution recently has completed a major study and revision of its statements of mission and
purposes. The Self-Study Report should discuss the reasons for and merits of that recent revision.
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tion

©  Aninstitution has notrevised its statements in several years. The self-study process might focus on an
institution-wide review of the existing statements allowing for new or revised statements to emerge (if
| necessary to ensure consensus).

O Pattern of Evidence Supporting This Criterion

Because of the Commission’s basic assumption about the important role of stated purposes in the life of an
institution, the institutional self-study process and its subsequent report should take particular care in
formulating a response to Criterion One. In developing the pattern of evidence supporting Criterion One,
the Commission suggests the breadth of evaluation that it considers appropriate to this founda-
tional criterion.

4. The Criteria for Accredi

a. long- and short-range institutional and educational goals.

b. processes, involving its constituencies, through which the institution evaluates its purposes.
c. decision-making processes that are appropriate to its stated mission and purposes.

d. understanding of the stated purposes by institutional constituencies.

e. efforts to keep the public informed of its institutional and educational goals through documents
such as the catalog and program brochures.

f.  support for freedom of inquiry for faculty and students. ‘

g. institutional commitment to excellence in both the teaching provided by faculty and the learning
expected of students.

0 Other Types of Evidence Appropriate for This Criterion

Institutions of higher education often are in different states of maturity and development. Some undergo
historic changes in response to changing demographic or economic forces. Some move from an emphasis on
training to an emphasis on education. Some move from traditional forms of educational delivery to use of
various types of distance delivery within the service area, the state, the nation, and, for a few, the world. Because
of these differences, there may be other types of evidence beyond those enumerated previously to support
the institution’s claim that it meets Criterion One.

Some examples:

© A developing institution has unevenly prepared faculty. Institutional support for the professional
development of its faculty might be evidence that the institution is committed to the values of higher
education, namely its recognition that the faculty’s ability to provide quality higher education is related
to the faculty’s level of higher education.

D A public or religious institution is trying to assure that its various constituencies agree upon and
understand the institution's mission and purposes. Involvement by those constituencies in the
processes of legislative or deliberative bodies charged with defining institutional mission and purposes
might be important evidence to confirm this commitment.

Criterion One
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An institution has fimited resources. Institutional participation in consortia or cooperative higher
education ventures intended to provide access to greater learning resources and course offerings
might be important evidence of the institution’s commitment to excellence in teaching and learning.

An institution is responding to external and internal changes in the circumstances affecting that
institution. Institutional revision of its publicly-stated purposes as a result of the self-study process
might be important evidence that it has acted responsibly toward its constituencies by acknowledging
those changes and rethinking its original goals.

0O Weighing Types of Evidence in Determining Whether This Criterion Is Met

Some examples:

0 Asingle-purpose institution offering professional programs, the graduates of which must be licensed

by the state or federal government, might have as a stated purpose “assuring that graduates will be
prepared for appropriate licensure.” The institution’s ability to fulfill that specific purpose is central to
its continuance.

An institution established to educate the religious leadership of its sponsoring denomination might
have stated purposes capturing that responsibility. The institution’s ability to maintain its denomina-
tional commitments will be critical to its success.

Aninstitution committed to developing quality alternative forms of educational delivery might have that
commitment as one stated purpose. The institution’s ability to document the quality of its alternate
forms of program delivery will be key to its long-term credibility.

A public institution charged with meeting state-wide needs might state those purposes explicitly.
The institution’s willingness and capacity to fulfill that responsibility should receive special attention.

FOCUS ON CRITERION TWO

“The institution has effectively organized the human, financial, and
physical resources necessary to accomplish its purposes.”

O Commission Meaning of “Effectively Organized”

Some examples:

®  Committee structures typical of undergraduate and four-year liberal arts colleges might overwhelm a

small single-purpose institution.

Among institutions of higher education affiliated with the Commission, some have specific purposes, the
accomplishment of which is absolutely critical to carrying out their mission. Moreover, it is possible that not
all stated purposes are of equal significance to the health and vitality of an institution. Within the accrediting
process, institutions and Evaluation Teams must weigh carefully and openly the spoken or unspoken priority
among stated purposes, as they relate to the institution’s mission.

In using the words “effectively organized,” the Commission refers in part to the governance and administrative
structures and processes at an institution. However, in light of the diversity of institutions of higher education,
“effectively organized” does not refer to specific structures or to specific processes that must be found in all
institutions.
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Criterion Two

»  Unionized institutions might develop structures that vary significantly from those found in non-
unionized institutions.

The Commission also refers to the ways in which an institution, through its governing and decision-making
structures, actually organizes certain resources.

Some examples:

»  Demonstrating that financial resources are “effectively organized” will require both a review of budgets
and audits and a study of the total decision-making processes related to how an institution derives and
spends its money.

® Demonstrating that physical resources are “effectively organized” will require more than a description
of each building. It alsowill include a study of how an institution evaluates the conditions and usefulness
of its physical resources for its academic programs, including short-term resources, such as computer
facilities, and long-term resources, such as buildings and laboratories.

Therefore, “effectively organized,” within the accrediting process, includes the requirements established in the
General Institutional Requirements and is shaped by common understandings within the higher education
community of structures and processes that contribute to effective governance, administration, and commu-
nication. :

While it is appropriate that institutions establish their own operative definitions of effective organization, the
Commission may or may not find those definitions appropriate to an institution of higher education.

Some examples:

D Because the Commission has determined in its General Institutional Requirements that each affiliated
institution will have a governing board capable of protecting the integrity of the institution, it will be
difficult for an institution that has a board with no authority to claim that it is “effectively organized.”

D Because the higher education community places a high value on shared governance, it will be difficult
for an institution with no structures for appropriate faculty role in institutional decision-making to claim
that it is “effectively organized.”

0 Commission Meaning of “Necessary”

In assessing whether the institution has obtained and organized “necessary” resources, the Commission is not
guided by mathematical formulas. If an institution cannot accomplish its stated purposes without certain
resources, then those resources are clearly “necessary.”

Some examples:

»  Thefacultyand physical plant necessary for a private institution offering seven degree programs to 400
students will be different from those resources necessary for a comprehensive state institution that
offers scores of degrees to thousands of students.

® Theinstitution with a small campus and a small full-time enroliment but with many part-time students
scattered over a sizable geographic area will need a significantly different configuration of resources
than a residential college that offers no off-campus instruction.

While itis appropriate that institutions establish their own operative definitions of the resources necessary for
their purposes, the Commission may or may not find those definitions to be appropriate to an institution of
higher education.
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Some examples:

© The Commission has determined in its General Institutional Requirements that each affiliated institution
must have some full-time faculty. Therefore, an institution cannot expect the Commission to accept an
operating definition of “necessary” that assumes that part-time faculty alone will fulfill this criterion.

p Itis commonly understood in the higher education community that sound baccalaureate education
requires student use of libraries and laboratories. Therefore, an institution cannot expect the
Commission to accept an operating definition of “necessary” that assumes that baccalaureate
education can be accomplished with no use of libraries and laboratories.

The Role of Resources and Their Organization in the Accreditation Process

The type, nature, and organization of resources will vary among accreditable institutions of higher education.
However, the fact remains that for an institution to achieve its purposes, there should be adequate human,
financial, and physical resources and an effective decision-making and administrative apparatus for
organizing and deploying all three. Providing evidence that the institution meets this criterion is critical to the
accrediting process.

Some examples.

{ Credentials and experience figure prominently in determining the appropriateness of administrators,
faculty, and support staff. While reputation is valuable, commitment and resolve play major roles in
determining the appropriateness of trustees or regents. While the number of students enrolled is
significant, preparation and commitment speak to the fit between the student body and the institution.

p While a direct relationship may not exist between square footage of classroom space and the
effectiveness of teaching and leaming in that space, a physical plant that cannot accommodate an
institution’s students or cannot house specially-equipped space necessary for the institution's
programs can diminish the educational effectiveness of the institution.

p  Afinancially solvent institution might have a weak financial core—a poorly-funded endowment, a large
institution-supported amount of financial aid, a reliance on soft money programs or short-term grants,
an electorate that refuses to pass millage, or a state legislature diminishing expected state support—
which puts its future resource base at risk.

A Special Note on Libraries and Other Learning Resources

Just aswriting and critical reading are essential and fundamental academic skills, access to learning resources
that contain the world's accumulated and still-developing knowledge is a necessity for students pursuing a
higher education. As they have been for centuries, libraries are still the major means by which most students
have access to the books, serials, and other materials their studies require. The Commission expects each
institution that it accredits to be responsible for assuring that students can and do use the materials essential
for their education.

Good practice holds that a basic collection of reserve and course-related readings and reference texts are
conveniently available to all of an institution's students (whether on-campus or at other instructional sites).
Trained professional librarians (or the equivalent) are essential—to help the institution acquire, store, and
retrieve appropriate resources; to assist students in using these resources; and to help students locate and
obtain needed resources that the institution does not itself possess.

NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97

- a8

UONENPIIIIY 10) CLIINEY) Y] Yy

omj] uouINI)



4. The Criteria for Accreditation

Criterion Two

38

Chapter 4. The Criteria for Accreditation

Institutions should ensure that their off-campus students have access to adequate learning resources. Access
of this sort can be provided through the establishment of a branch campus library; by arranging for the site
tohave regular access to a local librarian, on-line catalog, and book and document delivery services; by making
formal arrangements with other appropriate libraries near the site for student use; or by a variety of other
means, some only now developing, including placing resources on an institution’s Web site or helping students
identify some of the selected and dependable Internet sites where appropriate materials are available. Institutions
should make formal arrangements with other learning resource centers they wish their students to use.

In addition, institutions should continually enhance their collections of books, bound serials, and other print
materials with these newer and often more-convenient forms of information storage and retrieval: microforms,
CD-ROMs, audiotape, videotape, CDs, on-line databases, connections to the Internet, and others. Making
these resources an integral part of a student’s education requires the institution to invest seriously in
associated hardware and to provide the staff that can maintain these resources, train students in their use,
and provide assistance when it is needed. '

Institutional Self-Study and Team Evaluation for This Criterion

To demonstrate that it has met Criterion Two, an institution must have adequate basic data. Unless an
institution has an accurate accounting of its resources, it cannot begin to evaluate whether they are adequate
to its needs. So, for this criterion, an institutional self-study process will usually begin with an initial effort to
gather dependable data. For some institutions, much data might be available in reports prepared by the
institutional research officer; but in many institutions, the appropriate data must be gathered from a variety
of offices—admissions, student affairs, personnel/human resources, financial aid, comptroller’s office, and
offices of academic deans or department chairs. The process of identifying and collecting that information—
and of supplementing it when it is missing or insufficient—will be part of the effort to collect the evidence
needed for Criterion Two.

Determining whether an institution has the “necessary” resources and whether they are “effectively
organized” to accomplish the institution’s purposes, involves more than counting resources and finding the
charters, bylaws, and manuals that outline governing structures; it also involves determining whether

¢ the decision-making, administrative, and communications structures and processes are well-
understood and appropriately used by the institution’s constituencies;

¢ each of the various human resources is appropriate to the institution’s purposes;

¢ the economic strength of the institution is sufficient to support adequately all of the institution’s
programs and activities;

¢ theinstitution’s means of obtaining income and its distribution of human, financial, and physical
resources reflect values consistent with those widely held by institutions of higher education.

Often, these four critically important determinations prove difficult to establish, especially if the self-study
process involves participation by representatives of all the institution’s constituencies. For example, not all
faculty are literate in institutional finance, nor are people responsible for student services always knowledge-
able about appropriate instructional labs. However, one goal of the self-study process should be to engage
a variety of constituents in understanding and evaluating all of the institution’s resources. It is important,
therefore, that time and instruction be provided so that all who participate in the self-study can be effective.

Finances can be especially challenging, for while the bottom line of the institution’s financial sheet might
suggest economic well-being, it is possible that the institution is underfunding some programs in order to
support others or that it is not investing in long-range needs, such as maintenance of the physical plant or
updating of the library collection.
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O Pattern of Evidence Supporting This Criterion

governance by a board consisting of informed people who understand their responsibilities,
function in accordance with stated board policies, and have the resolve necessary to preserve
the institution’s integrity.

effective administration through well-defined and understood organizational structures, poli-
cies, and procedures.

qualified and experienced administrative personnel who oversee institutional activities and
exercise appropriate responsibility for them.

systems of governance that provide dependable information to the institution’s constituencies
and, as appropriate, involve them in the decision-making processes.

faculty with educational credentials that testify to appropriate preparation for the courses they
teach.

a sufficient number of students enrolled to meet the institution’s stated educational purposes.
provision of services that afford all admitted students the opportunity to succeed.

a physical plant that supports effective teaching and learning.

conscientious efforts to provide students with a safe and heaithy environment.

academic resources and equipment (e.g., libraries, electronic services and products, learning
resource centers, laboratories and studios, computers) adequate to support the institution’s
purposes.

a pattern of financial expenditures that shows the commitment to provide both the environment
and the human resources necessary for effective teaching and learning.

management of financial resources to maximize the institution’s capability to meet its purposes.

(0 Other Types of Evidence Appropriate for This Criterion

Some examples:

Aninstitution has experienced rifts among the trustees, the President, and faculty. Institutional efforts

.to develop new avenues for intra-institutional communication might be important evidence that the
institution is committed to fostering more effective organizational communication structures.

The institutional self-study process and its subsequent report should review a broad variety of matters. In
developing the pattern of evidence supporting Criterion Two, the Commission suggests the breadth
of evaluation that it considers appropriate to it.

Institutions of higher education accredited by the Commission have some common purposes. However, most
institutions differ from one another enough that they must use other types of evidence to demonstrate that
they meet this criterion.
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Criterion Three

s
e,
- D Aninstitution is facing cuts in state allocations. Institutional initiatives utilizing new technologies to
- provide learning and support services might be important evidence of the institution’s efforts to find
g new operational definitions of “necessary” and “effective” in a period of fiscal constraint.
| "
8 0 Aninstitution recently has emphasized building new facilities. Institutional reallocation of resources to
E development, to student enrollment management, or to automation of the library might be important
e evidence that the institution is committed to strengthening neglected areas.
‘= § Aninstitution has revised its decision-making and administrative structures and processes as a result
g of the self-study process. Evidence that the institution has become more aware of the importance of
6 participatory governance or more effective administration, or has recognized ways it could make its
P present organization and processes more effective might be important.
ol
=
[ ]
< O Weighing Types of Evidence in Determining Whether This Criterion Is Met
1 The stated purposes of the institution and the present opportunities and challenges facing it will determine
| not only the types of evidence provided but also the relative importance assigned to each by the institution itself
j and by the Evaluation Team.
| Some examples:
§ A publicinstitution has recently lost a significant portion of its state support. It might need to develop
new sources of funding by mounting a capital campaign or marketing its educational services at
additional sites. The institution’s ability to find new financial resources in these circumstances will be
central to its continuance.
© A community college, without involving its faculty, decided to initiate new off-campus programs to
increase student numbers and tuition income. The institution’s ability to regain faculty ownership of the
extension educational programs would be an important test of its organizational effectiveness.
© A church-related institution closely affiliated with a denomination might be negatively affected by
tensions within the supporting denominational body. The independence of the institution’s board from
the denomination’s influence is essential to the board’s ability to protect the institution’s autonomy,
fiscal stability, and educational integrity.
]
|
( §  Aninstitution offers programs that are technology dependent. Its present financial resources may be
inadequate for modifying its physical plant and obtaining the equipment required by rapid changes in
technology. The institution’s ability to reassign a greater share of present resources to these programs,
toobtainadditional funding, orto find alternate and dependable access to that technology will be critical
to its ability to support the programs effectively.
FOCUS ON CRITERION THREE
“The institution is accomplishing its educational and other purposes.”
0 Commission Meaning of “Educational Purposes”
Criterion Three reflects the Commission's primary emphasis upon the educational purposes of its affiliated
institutions. The diverse group of institutions affiliated with the Commission has a myriad of stated purposes,
but each has specific educational purposes. Those should translate both into coherent and appropriate
educational offerings and into programs of assessment to determine the effectiveness of those offerings.
@ NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditatios Z 2nd ed. 09/97
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In interpreting the General Institutional Requirements and Criteria for Accreditation, it is important to recall
the Commission’s mission statement, which limits the Commission’s universe to institutions of higher
education. This limitation indicates that within the broader universe of postsecondary educational enterprises,
the Commission accepts as affiliated institutions only those that share the values of higher education and
endeavor to capture those values in the educational programs they offer. Higher education does more than
train or certify skills, the goals of many excellent postsecondary institutions. Higher education requires
students not only to master a rigorous body of knowledge, but also to conceptualize, analyze, and integrate.
Additionally, higher education

¢ requires students to use their intellect,
¢ stimulates students to examine their values,
¢ teaches students the importance of considering divergent views as expressed in research, and

¢ challenges students to engage each other and their teachers in a free exchange of ideas and
attitudes.

The Commission anticipates not only that an institution’s stated educational purposes reflect a shared
commitment to these values, but also that its educational programs provide strong evidence that the
commitment is acted upon.

Commission Meaning of “Other Purposes”

The Commission recognizes that almost all institutions of higher education have a variety of purposes to fulfill
other than those directly related to teaching and learning. Those “other purposes” might relate directly to
public expectations of the institution or to specific commitments to the sponsoring or funding entity. Some of
those purposes could be dictated by broad wording within the institutional mission.

Some examples.

® An institution with an educational mission shaped by its religious affiliation might have the stated
purpose of transmitting a specific doctrine.

§ An institution with a étrong professional program might have the stated purpose of assuring that
students gain specific skills required for licensure in that profession.

&  Publicinstitutions might have the stated purpose of contributing to the economic development of the
city or state or providing a variety of services to the people in a specific geographical area.

§ Research universities might have stated purposes concerning the support of theoretical and applied
research.

Itwill beimportant for the institution to state these “other purposes” and to provide evidence that itis effectively
fulfilling them. Since these “other purposes” will differ from institution to institution, it is not possible to provide
generic examples of the information that would best document such achievement.

The Role of Assessment of Student Academic Achievement in This Criterion
The pattern of evidence for Criterion Three emphasizes the Commission’s commitment to the use of

assessment in evaluating and improving teaching and learning in its affiliated institutions. The pattern of
evidence for Criterion Four also illustrates this commitment.
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4. The Criteria for Accreditation

Three

Cri

In 1989 the Commission began its assessment initiative. By July 1995, all affiliated institutions ejther haq ﬁlgd
an assessment plan with the Commission or had shared the plan with an on-site team. At |t.s meeting in
February 1996, the Commission reaffirmed its expectation that all affiliated institutions have ongomg programs
for assessing academic achievement both to assure that students are learning what faculty intend to teach
and to identify ways to improve the instruction.

Commission Statement on
Assessment of Student Academic Achievement

In October 1989 the Commission called on all of its affiliated institutions to develop institutional
programs that assess and document student academic achievement. At that time, the Commis-
sion reaffirmed its long-standing practice that for an institution to be accredited, it must be
accomplishing its educational and other purposes. The evaluation of overall institutional
effectiveness continues to be an essential part of the accreditation process. However, this
Statement reaffirms the Commission position taken October 1989, and repeated in August 1993,
that assessing student academic achievement is an essential component of evaluating overall
institutional effectiveness. While the Commission understands that the measurement of learning
outcomes is only one aspect of a total, effective educational program, it recognizes that
assessment data contribute to successful decision-making within an institution, particularly in
curriculum and faculty development.

The Commission’s expectation that institutions have effective programs to assess student
achievement is now embedded in its Criteria for Accreditation: “The institution is accomplishing
its educational and other purposes” (Criterion Three) and “The institution can continue to
accomplish its purposes and strengthen its educational effectiveness” (Criterion Four). The
patterns of evidence for these criteria illustrate the centrality of an effective assessment program
in documenting the effectiveness of an institution’s educational programs and the institution’s
commitment and capacity to strengthen those programs. Although the Commission does not
specify a specific pattern of evidence necessary to assure that an institution meets these two
criteria, it continues to expect that a program of assessment of student academic achievement
exists and that its usefulness be a key indicator of how well an institution meets them.

The Commission does not prescribe a specific methodology for assessment. Instead, it calls on
each institution to structure an assessment program around its stated mission and educational
purposes. The Commission recognizes that the missions of institutions lead them to assess
academic achievement at different times during the students’' academic experience and in
different ways. Since the Commission’s action of 1989, member institutions, evaluation teams,
Commission staff, and other organizations have engaged, singly and cooperatively, in learning
about assessment and its value for improving faculty teaching and student learning. Out of this
endeavor has emerged a broad understanding of the ways in which assessment can deepen our
understanding of the educational process and improve student learning—undergraduate, gradu-
ate, and professional.

The program to assess student learning should emerge from and be sustained by a faculty and
administrative commitment of excellent teaching and effective learning; provide explicit and
public statements regarding the institution’s expectations for student learning; and use the
information gained from the systematic collection and examination of assessment data both to
documentand improve student learning. A strong assessment program is founded on a plan that
is widely accepted and routinely updated/.,it:is?ohgoing, and it is related to other planning and
budgeting processes. .

e
Now the Commission expects that its institutie%afe’ implementing programs to assess student
learning that build on the plans reviewedﬁr}r ugh Commission processes between 1991 and 1995.
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The Commission also reaffirms its objectives for its affiliated institutions in this assessment
initiative: to encourage excellence in the teaching provided students and improvement in the
leamning achieved by them. While it is important that an institution respond fully and accurately
to a variety of public demands for accountability, the Commission is committed to the tenet that
assessment of student academic achievement is key to improving student learning. Therefore,
assessment of student academic achievement is critical to the future health of its institutions, to
the educational accomplishments of students now and in the future, and to the enhanced.
perception by the public of the value of higher education.

Approved by the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
February 22, 1996

An acceptable pattern of evidence for Criterion Three should demonstrate that the institution documents the
academic achievement of its students. The pattern that follows proposes that an appropriate assessment
program will document

¢ proficiency in skills and competencies essential for all college-educated adults;

¢ completion of an identifiable and coherent undergraduate level general education component;
and : '

¢ mastery of the level of knowledge appropriate to the degree attained.

The pattern outlines some of the basic objectives that every assessment program should strive to achieve.
Many institutions will have more educational objectives central to their mission and purposes, and,
‘ therefore, basic to their assessment program.

Some examples:

® Aresearch university might have the educational objective of assuring that its graduate students are
skilled in conducting basic or applied research. The assessment program should document student
achievement of that objective.

» Astatelegislature mandates that its public colleges produce honest and hard-working graduates who
care about others and about the environment. Assessing how the curricula help to shape students’
character traits will be an important element of the assessment programs of colleges in this state
system.

© Achurch-related college has the educational goal of graduating students who understand and value
the life of service to the faith and/or the denomination. The assessment program should document
student achievement of these objectives.

{ Aselective artinstituteclaimsthatits graduates will appreciate the fine and creative arts. Its assessment
program should evaluate student achievement of this goal.

The Commission has not been prescriptive about the particular design of an institutional assessment
program. Still many institutions have sought more specific guidance on Commission expectations. Through
its experience and from staff analysis of team and review panel reports the Commission has learned that
effective assessment programs are marked by the following:

. 1. A strong, readily-identifiable relationship exists between overall institutional mission and
objectives and the specific educational objectives of individual departments or programs.

NCA-CIHE o Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97

ERIC | sy

IToxt Provided by ERI

UORENPIIIIY 10} BHINIY) Y] Y

294y ] uoLIU)




44 s Chapter 4. The Criteria for Accreditation

2. Faculty, including on-campus and off-campus faculty, own and drive the program and use it to
find ways to improve the education they provide. The institution motivates, recognizes, and
rewards faculty efforts in assessment.

3. Authority for the design and operation of assessment is shared throughout the faculty and
administration. Strong campus-wide assessment committees are invaluable to the assessment
effort, and every strong assessment program is marked by at least one highly-regarded
coordinating/steering committee.

4. Typically, an individual, not a group, is responsible for overseeing the assessment efforts of the
institution. A committee structure usually cannot be expected to provide ongoing administrative
coordination of campus-wide assessment programs. The responsible individual might be the
Chief Academic Officer, another administrator, or a program coordinator, but there should be a
person all can hold accountable for the oversight of the institution’s academic assessment
program.

4. The Criteria for Accreditation

5. Assessment might be included within a broader structure of regular program review, but the
evaluation of instruction and faculty performance common to such programs does not in itself
constitute assessment of student learning.

6. Feedback loops are essential. Programs that have as the only goal accountability (e.g., gain
evidence thatall graduates achieve a given level of competence as measured by a national exam)
characteristically fail to provide faculty with information useful to the |mprovement of instruction
and learning. Faculty need feedback on a regular, periodic basis.

7. Students should understand the purposes of assessment. Some institutions provide
information about assessment in a variety of student-oriented publications. Some include
students on assessment committees.

8. Institutions should measure student learning using a variety of direct and indirect measures and
methods. Institutions should also consider incorporating into their programs measures of
cognitive learning (knowledge acquisition), behavioral learning (skill acquisition), and affective
learning (attitudinal development). Serious assessment programs strive to understand the
strengths and weaknesses of various sources of information and methods of gathering
assessment data:

¢ direct indicators of learning include pre- and post-testing; capstone courses; oral
examinations; internships; portfolio assessments; evaluation of capstone projects, theses,
or dissertations; standardized national exams; locally developed tests, performance on
licensure, certification, or professional exams; and juried reviews and performances.

¢ indirectindicators of learning might include information gathered from alumni, employ-
ers, and students; graduation rates; retention and transfer studies; graduate follow-up
studies; success of students in subsequent institutional settings; and job placement data.

¢ data collection methods include paper and pencil testing, essays and writing samples,
portfolio collections of student work, exit interviews, surveys, focused group interviews, the
use of external evaluators, logs and journals, behavioral observations, and many other
research tools. Research methods should be tailored to the type of data to be gathered and
the degree of reliability required.

Itis essential that strong assessment programs be linked to curricular budget and planning processes at
the institution. It is also essential that the assessment program be cost-effective (see the discussion of an
appropriate pattern of evidence for Criterion Four).

Criterion Three
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institution’s assessment program. Inevitably a good program will have as one of its basic documents an
Assessment Plan that is routinely reviewed and revised both to guide the program and to summarize it
succinctly. Evaluation teams will never make a critical decision about an institution’s affiliation with the
Commission solely on the basis of the institution’s program for assessing student academic achievement,
but they may determine that through ongoing Commission monitoring an institution should be required to
enhance its program.

. Every institutional self-study and every evaluation team must judge the strength and usefulness of an

For example:

® A comprehensive university develops an assessment program designed by each of its principal
schools. Although every school has an effective, dynamic assessment program underway, some of the
schools include the assessment of general education and some do not. Consequently, the total
institutional assessment program does not address general education. The team might choose to
require no further monitoring if it learns that the University has committed itself to wrestling with the
development of a sound assessment program for general education and knows the institution’s solid
track record of keeping its commitments.

© Acommunity college participates in state-mandated program review that primarily emphasizes a few
accountability measures. The program produces evidence that students transfer to other colleges with
no appreciable grade loss, and that students educated for careers usually find suitable employment.
The curriculum committee is the campus assessment committee; annually it reviews the report to the
state prepared by the Vice President for Academic Affairs. When the team learns that this is the only
response the institution has made to assessment, it recommends a focused visit on assessment.

© Aprivate, liberal arts college has an assessment program administered by a facuity committee ied by
a highly regarded member of the faculty. The team discovers that the success of assessment on the
. campus rests heavily on this method of faculty ownership and control. The various ways that faculty
changed courses and instructional techniques based on what they learned from assessment
impresses the team. The team expresses concern about the ongoing administration of the program
but compliments the institution for its assessment program.

O The Role of General Education in This Criterion

General Institutional Requirement #16 calls for general education “consistent with” an institution’s mission
and “designed to ensure breadth of knowledge and to promote intellectual inquiry.” By including general
education as evidence appropriate to documenting that an institution meets this criterion, the Commission
reemphasizes that all undergraduate degree programs must include general education. Moreover, the
suggested pattern of evidence, in addition to asking for documentable achievement that reflects “an
identifiable and coherent undergraduate general education component,” also suggests some other types of
evidence that speak to the goals of general education:

¢ a clearly defined statement of philosophy and objective of its general education requirements;
¢ coursesthat “stimulate the examination and understanding of personal, sacial, and civic values”;

¢ courses that ensure “proficiency in skills and competencies essential for all college-educated
adults.”

®  Ways to describe a general education program. If a general education program is based on

curricular patterns, basic areas of academic study typically would include, but not be limited to

o communications, mathematics, humanities, behavioral or social sciences, natural sciences, and computer

. literacy. If a general education program is based on cognitive experiences, it will typically describe its
program in terms of the college-level experiences that engender such competencies as the following:
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¢ Capabilities in reading, writing, speaking, listening; abstract inquiry; critical thinking; logical
reasoning .

¢ Understanding of numerical data, scientific inquiry, global issues, historical perspectives,
literary and/or philosophical, expression of ideas

¢ Development of ethical perspectives, cultural diversity value systems
¢ Appreciation for fine and performing arts

Different types of institutions typically establish different objectives for general education.
Some examples:

D Atwo-year institution whose curriculum is largely technical in nature might emphasize the applied
aspects of general education (writing, problem solving, decision making, adapting to change,
interpersonal skills) that have, historically, prepared graduates both for careers and for continuing
education. The credit transfer issues, however, should be studied carefully and students must
understand whether general education will meet expectations of receiving institutions.

»  Afour-year institution with an historic emphasis on the liberal arts typically strives to ensure that its
students have a broad range of intellectual experiences that provide the context for advanced and
specialized studies.

® General education in unique institutional contexts. As higher education changes, so too do the ways
in which institutions provide strong general education programs.

Some examples. .

» A single-purpose, professional institution might contract with a state university or a private
institution to provide the general education courses it requires its students to take.

D Astate might mandate that all or part of the general education components of degree programs be
provided by neighboring or “related” institutions.

D A small college might turn to components of the general education program available through
purchased curricula (e.g., PBS) or consortia-based curricula.

However, the fact that the general education faculty might not be on the campus does not diminish the
need for the institution to “own” the general education program. It is essential that the institution state
its basic philosophy of general education and tie this statement to its system of delivery. ltis critical that
a faculty demonstrate control over the general education program it prescribes for its students through
such means as shared committee oversight, institution-developed means of assessing the effectiveness
of the general education program, and strong faculty commitment to the role of general education within
the overall curriculum.,

O A Special Note on Graduate Education

Throughoutiits history, the Commission has acknowledged the unique nature of graduate education under
the broader umbrella of higher education. Over the years it has provided guidance on what constitutes
quality graduate education. While the Commission recognizes the changing nature of graduate education
in the late twentieth century, it continues to recognize the need for institutions offering it to adhere to
fundamental precepts of quality.
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. In this context, the Commission continues to expect:

0

graduate education to be both more focused in content and purpose and more intellectually
demanding than undergraduate education;

graduate faculty to possess terminal degrees appropriate to the instruction they provide;

graduate faculty and graduate students to be engaged in scholarship involving research and
practice as appropriate to the discipline or field;

graduate faculty and graduate students interacting frequently with opportunities for individual
student-faculty discussion and advising;

an academic governance structure for graduate education that assures the quality of graduate
offerings through such means as reviewing the rigor and currency of courses, evaluating the
coherence of certificate and degree programs, and measuring the achievement of stated
educational objectives;

full and accurate information provided by the institution to students and to the public about its
graduate offerings, appropriately distinguishing among free-standing courses, certificate pro-
grams, and degree programs. . B

Some examples:

v

[0 Assessing the Contribution of Learning Resources to the Education of Students

A research university contracts with a major corporation to deliver an M.B.A. program to the
corporation sites in the United States. Using computers, interactive T.V., and mentor-led sessions, the
university assures the quality of faculty and curricula; through clearly-stated office hours, WATS lines,
and five on-line sessions, the university enables strong group and individual interaction with faculty.

A baccalaureate institution has decided to mount its first graduate program. It hires a doctorally-
prepared program director who develops the curriculum by working with existing doctoratty-prepared
faculty supplemented by consultants from strong graduate programs. The new program includes an
assessment component and is slated for external and internal review every five years.

A state institution historicatly focused on undergraduate education develops three graduate programs
during the last decade. With a new state mandate to offer more graduate education, the institution
develops a graduate councit under the administration of a graduate dean; it develops an institution-
wide definition of credentials required for teaching graduate courses; and it cooperates with graduate
faculties at other state universities to supplement on-campus offerings with live satellite defivery of
graduate courses.

The requirement that institutions provide their students with access to books and other requisite learning
resources grows out of a broadly-held conviction that the development of critical analytic and research skills
requires students to experience a variety of intellectual viewpoints and play an active role in interpreting,
evaluating, and synthesizing the information available to them. Therefore, the involvement of the library—
and librarians—in the institution’s education programs is essential. Faculty and librarians share in the
responsibility of emphasizing information literacy in all programs. Implementation of a regularly-updated

institution that takes the educational role of its learning resources seriously; collaboration on course

. collection development policy, formulated collaboratively by faculty and library staff, is one hallmark of an

development is another.
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tion

Assessing learning resources used by students is yet a third hallmark. Faculty and librarians should move
beyond collecting gross circulation numbers to evaluating student use of reference materials and
electronic media, and to assessing browsing, circulation transactions (what and to whom), document
delivery, and inter-library loans. Higher education library staff need to evaluate their overall efforts, to
collect evidence that something worthwhile is happening to students because the library exists. How,
where, and in what form to collect this information are up to each institution, and the effective use of
the information to improve its learning resources depends on an institution’s traditions, structure,
orientation, and particular situation. :

O

A Special Note on Accelerated and Non-Traditional Course Schedules

Currently, academic credit is the common denominator when institutions account for student learning and
academic progress through a course of study. Itis important as a means of quantifying study and learning (e.g.,
in defining “full-time student”), and as a mechanism by which institutions can grant credit for transfer of
courses taken at other institutions or assess prior learning.

4. The Criteria for Accredi

Although some relationship may exist, the number of hours of seat time in a classroom setting does not, by
itself, determine the scope of learning. How much study students do outside of formal classes, the level of
expectation in the course, the preparation of the students, and the pedagogical methods used, all play major
roles. Therefore, the Commission does not require every institution to follow the traditional Carnegie formula,
} and recognizes that there are institutions offering, for example, three semester credit courses that do not meet
the traditional three hours per week for a 15-16 week semester.

The Commission does expect, however, that all institutions assess rigorously the learning students attain as
a result of the courses they take. In particular, the Commission expects institutions offering courses in
accelerated or other non-traditional formats to be especially diligent in documenting that students in these
courses achieve the mastery of skills and knowledge expected of students in traditional courses.

[0 The Role of Accomplishment of Purposes in the Accreditation Process

This criterion, by specifically mentioning “educational and other purposes,” makes clear that the evaluation
of the quality of the curricula, teaching, and learning at an institution is central to the accreditation process.
In part, the evaluation rests on the structure and content of the curricula and the effectiveness of the
instruction offered by the institution’s faculty; in part it rests on the documentable academic achievement
of the students who complete the curricula. If assessment is to have any real impact on higher education,
it must directly link student achievement to both the structure and content of the educational program and
tothe effectiveness of teaching. That is why the Commission included both teaching and learning in Criterion
Three.

For the Commission, though, institutional effectiveness is much broader in scope than educational
effectiveness. The language of Criterion Three reflects the Commission’s practice of basing accrediting
decisions on how well an institution accomplishes allof its purposes, through the use of the words “educational
and other purposes.” Thus, evaluation of overall institutional effectiveness is dependent upon the institution’s
documentation of how well it is accomplishing not only its educational purposes, but also all other purposes
and objectives needed in order to fulfill its mission.

§ Documenting that the institution is accomplishing its goals and purposes goes far toward answering public
= calls for institutional accountability. The Commission itself shares the public concern as to whetherinstitutions
: l actually do what they claim to do. Therefore, the Commission must follow an accrediting process that includes
e [ a significant component of institutional accountability. Obviously, then, the accrediting process weighs
'E f carefully the adequacy of the evidence provided by an institution to support the claim thatit “is accomplishing
'E ; its educational and other purposes.”
U ; B
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[0 Institutional Self-Study and Team Evaluation for This Criterion

For an institution to determine whether it is accomplishing its purposes, its Self-Study Report should do more
than provide institutional research documents, program review reports, and some community and student
surveys. Documentation for “accomplishment” involves determining whether the institution

¢ understands both its central educational purposes and the information necessary to confirm that
it achieves them,

¢ understands the values of higher education and can show that its activities successfully reflect
and transmit those values,

¢ both understands and strives to fulfill all of its various stated purposes, and

¢ understands the relationship between its resources and programs and its achievements.
A thorough self-study process examines the structure and nature of the institution’s educational programs.
For years many institutions have accomplished this through periodic program review. Whether implemented

to meet state requirements or initiated to enhance internal decision-making, program review constitutes an
important step in this evaluation process. However, rather than merely describing the resources supporting

a program, the Self-Study Report should evaluate the outcomes of the program. Rather than using student . -
achievement figures only as evidence of the strength of the program, the results of the institution’s assessment

of student academic achievement should provide constituencies a way to learn about the actual effectiveness
of the teaching and learning within the program.

As discussed earlier in this section, assessment is one of the mostimportant ways to evaluate the effectiveness
of teaching and learning. Because of the Commission’s initiative on assessment, every self-study process will
need to pay special attention to the effectiveness of the institution’s assessment program.

Program review and student assessment provide two of the most important means of documenting
accomplishment of an institution’s educational objectives. But they are not the only important signs of an
institutional commitment to educational effectiveness.

Some examples.

" { Aninstitution is committed to support basic research that will develop new knowledge. It might wish
to submit lists of faculty publications, awards faculty have received for their contributions to research,
and grants given to faculty and students for independent study or creative activity.

$  Aninstitution affiliated with religious bodies may have purposes directly related to the requirements
of those bodies, especially in terms of expected behaviors. The institution may document how well
these behaviors, values, and/or attitudes have been acquired by its students.

$ An institution may have as a stated purpose meeting the instructional and cultural needs of its
immediate community. An institution with such a purpose might provide confirmation from community
agencies or industries that specific acadermiic programs or not-for-credit instruction have been
designed to meet those needs.

$ Aninstitution could have as a stated purpose the efficient delivery of quality educational programs
through the utilization of distance and interactive technology. Such technology affects planning and
budgets. An institution’s capacity to offer effective programs will in part be shaped by the investment
it makes to ensure the integrity of those programs, as well as its investment of time and energy into
structures that tap and harness the talents of many institutional constituencies on behalf of the
institution.
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Criterion Three

,

50 Chapter 4. The Criteria for Accreditation

‘Because higher education is concerned with the personal development and well-being of the student, this
criterion also includes the accomplishment of stated purposes concerning student support services. How
purposes of this nature will be evaluated will differ from institution to institution.

Some examples:

D  Atsomeinstitutionsthe collegiate experienceis structured to ensure that the development of religious,
civic, and/or philosophical values occurs.

D  Many institutions assist students to gain access to and to use a variety of social and psychological
services that will support the students’ transitions while at college.

The accomplishment of stated purposes concerning student services and student support must be evaluated.
In a time of heightened concern about the educational effectiveness of institutions of higher education,
attention must be given to these and other significant purposes.

0 Pattern of Evidence Supporting This Criterion

The institutional self-study process and its subsequent report should review a considerable variety of
materials. In developing the pattern of evidence supporting Criterion Three, the Commission
suggests the breadth of review that it considers appropriate to this criterion.

a. educational programs appropriate to an institution of higher education:
O courses of study in the academic programs that are clearly defined, coherent, and
intellectually rigorous;

© programs that include courses and/or activities whose purpose is to stimulate the exami-
nation and understanding of personal, social, and civic values;

O programs that require of the faculty and students (as appropriate to the level of the
educational program) the use of scholarship and/or the participation in research as part of
the programs;

O programs that require intellectual interaction between student and faculty and encourage
it between student and student.

b. assessment of appropriate student academic achievement in all its programs, documenting:

o proficiency in skills and competencies essential for all college-educated adults;

© completion of an identifiable and coherent undergraduate level general education compo-
nent; and

O mastery of the level of knowledge appropriate to the degree attained.

¢. graduate programs that:

o distinguish clearly graduate from undergraduate offerings;

O expect students and facuity to value and engage in research, scholarship, and creative
activity;
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credentials and experience;

‘ O are approved, taught, and evaluated by a graduate faculty that possesses appropriate

O use results of regular internal and external peer review processes to ensure quality.
d. transcripts that follow commonly accepted practices and accurately reflect student learning.
e. effective teaching that characterizes its courses and academic programs.
f.  ongoing support for professional development for faculty, staff, and administrators.
g. student services that effectively support the institution’s purposes.
h. staff and faculty service that contributes to the institution’s effectiveness.
i. if appropriate:

O evidence of support for the stated commitment to basic and applied research through
provision of sufficient human, financial, and physical resources to produce effective
research;

O evidenceof supportfor the stated commitmentto the fine and creative arts through provision
of sufficient human, financial, and physical resources to produce creative endeavors and
activities;

O evidence of effective delivery of educational and other services to its community;

‘ O evidence of development and offering of effective courses and programs to meet the needs
of its sponsoring organization and other special constituencies.

O Other Types of Evidence Appropriate for This Criterion

Although the preceding sections suggest the ways in which most institutions will proceed in attempting to
documentthe accomplishment of their educational and other purposes, a few that have very specific purposes
unique to them or to a limited number of similar institutions, may need to develop additional types of evidence.

Some examples:

® Institutions such as land grant universities have specific purposes related to education and research
in applied fields, such as agriculture and home economics. Special attention to their influence on those
fields might be appropriate.

O Some institutions have purposes related to a targeted population (e.g., underprepared students,
members of a Native American tribe, working adults). They should include evidence related to their
accomplishments with those specific populations.

D An institution that has as one of its purposes the inculcation of certain values might evaluate the
evidence of its effectiveness in accomplishing that purpose.

' D Acollege that states the purpose of assuring the employability of its students might provide evidence
: about how successful it is in placing its students and how well they perform on the job.
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Criterion Four
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a

Weighing Types of Evidence in Determining Whether This Criterion Is Met

The Commission has determined that the results of an institution’s program of assessment will provide
important evidence of how well this criterion is met. But because specific institutions have different
configurations in which certain educational and other purposes are more prominent than others, those
institutions and teams evaluating them will need to pay particular attention to the ways in which they document
their accomplishment.

Some examples:

® Aninstitution is heavily engaged in providing extension education and in-house, customized training
programs. It might show strong evidence that it fulfills the stated purposes of meeting broader public
needs, even while assuring the strength and quality of its traditional academic programs.

p Aninstitution invests in good support services (e.g., libraries and laboratories) but its educational
programs do not utilize those services. It can expect the Commission to question the quality of its
educational programs and its commitment to excellence in teaching and learning.

p  Aninstitutional assessment program relies aimost solely on student satisfaction surveys. Such evidence
aloneisinsufficientto supportthe institution’s claims that it appropriately documents student academic
achievement.

p Aninstitution has a significantly underprepared student population and is suffering high attrition but
offers no support services such as advising, developmental instruction, and personalized tutoring. That
will challenge its claims that its few graduates testify to achievement of its educational purposes.

FOCUS ON CRITERION FOUR

a

“The institution can continue to accomplish its purposes
and strengthen its educational effectiveness.”

Commission Meaning of “Can Continue to Accomplish Its Purposes”

If accreditation is to serve both educators and the public, it is necessary that the process result in an informed
estimate of the institution’s future viability and effectiveness. While accreditation cannot guarantee that an
institution will always have the resources to continue to accomplish its purposes, it does represent the best
peer judgment about the institution’s prospects for the future at the time of the evaluation.

This criterion assumes that Criterion One and Criterion Three are met. That is, the institution’s understanding
of its centrally stated purposes is certain and its record to date shows that it accomplishes those purposes.
Criterion Fouris not about basic institutional survival; it is about continued institutional achievement of agreed-
upon purposes.

Commission Meaning of “Strengthen Its Educational Effectiveness”

In choosing to affiliate with the Commission, an institution not only seeks external validation of its
accomplishments, it also accepts the responsibility to find ways toimprove the educational programs it offers.
To meet this criterion, it will need to have the resources necessary to maintain strengths, correct weaknesses,
and respond to a changing society's instructional needs.
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¢ Planning for educational improvement. Much can be learned about an institution’s commit-
ment to improving its educational programs by studying its planning and budgeting documents.
These documents reflect the institution’s awareness of where it needs to change in order to
improve. :

¢ Building on assessment. In 1989 the Commission approved its current assessment initiative.
Institutions anxious to learn whether they actually are accomplishing what they claim to be doing
inevitably discover ways in which they might improve.

¢ Growing from the self-study process. Since the preparation of a Self-Study Report is an
exercise in self-evaluation, the results should contribute directly to institutional improvement.
The thoroughness and honesty with which the institution conducts its self-study indicates much
about its commitment to acknowledge those areas in which it could become more effective. The
findings of the self-study process should be directly incorporated into the institution’s plans to
correct its weaknesses and enhance its strengths. Those, in turn, could be expressed through
the allocation of resources provided for in the institution’s operating budgets.

A Note on “Building on Assessment.” In recent years the Commission has argued that an effective
program for assessing student academic achievement is a key piece of evidence in support of an
institution’s claims that it can strengthen its educational effectiveness. The discussion of Criterion Three
summarized some of the lessons the Commission is learning about the most salient features of effective
assessment programs. But it has been obvious since the Commission began its Assessment Initiative in
1989 that unless an institution was prepared to integrate assessment into its institutional budgeting and
planning, even the best assessment program would soon fail. In short, the long-range success of
assessment of student learning—and its ability to enhance educational quality—depends on several key
factors:

O the governing board supports the assessment of student learning across the institution’s
educational programs;

O senior executive officers provide leadership and support for assessment;
O sufficient resources are allocated to sustain ongoing assessment efforts;

¢ funds are available to support changes that need to be made to enhance student academic
achievement;

¢ all planning and budgeting processes include ways in which assessment information can
influence institutional priorities. |

But structures and processes only assure that assessment can be an effective tool for “strengthening
educational effectiveness.” Because all institutions affiliated with the Commission will have had their
assessment plans reviewed prior to the end of the 1995-96 academic year, Evaluation Teams should now
expect to find evidence that the plans have led to an assessment program that is operational. Teams should
expect all institutions to have moved beyond planning for assessment; they will expect to find evidence of
“structured assessment processes that are continuous, that involve a variety of institutional constituencies,
and that provide meaningful and useful information to the planning processes as well as to students, faculty,
and administration.”

The Role of Institutional Planning in This Criterion

Sometimes this criterion is referred to as the “planning criterion” because the Commission considers planning
to be an important indicator of a pattern of evidence for Criterion Four. The Commission is aware that in the
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past some institutions with relatively little formal planning have continued to accomplish their purposes
through abundant resources and dynamic leadership. The Commission is also cognizant of institutions with
sound planning practices that have been unable to continue to fulfill their mission or to remain financially
viable. Increasingly, however, the institution with a structured, ongoing planning process is better prepared
to improve its strengths, address its weaknesses, and meet the opportunities and challenges to its future.

An effective planning process offers the means to modify goals, to alter or develop programs and methods of
instruction, to cope with shifting levels and sources of support, and continually to strengthen institutional
vitality. An effective planning process

¢ is ongoing, involving representatives of all constituencies;

¢ takes into account present and projected internal and external circumstances that can
affect the institution;

O results in a written, annually-updated document that has widespread usefulness through-
out the institution;

¢ enumerates annually the accomplishments, obstacles, or other changes accommodated
through modification of the previous year's plan.

In Criterion Four, the Commission, while emphasizing the importance of planning, presents one of several
important factors that contributes most directly to assuring continuous improvement. Judgments about the
probability of an institution’s future vitality include consideration of its past success, its present strength, and
its planning for the future. '

The Role of “Strengthen Its Educational Effectiveness” in the Accreditation
Process

In a time of significant change, forecasting the future is an uncertain business. Demographic shifts and
financial upheavals can occur with unanticipated speed. New technologies shape the workplace and the very
nature of the educational process. The accrediting decision must weigh an institution’s understanding of the
changing environmentin which it exists. Because reasonable people can disagree on what is the best strategy
for the future, Evaluation Teams will seldom make an accrediting decision solely on future plans. In situations
where the inability to plan reflects larger institutional troubles, this criterion might bear considerable weight.

Some examples:

»  Aninstitution's main campus enroliment has been declining steadily for five years, but off-campus
programs have helped to offset the financial impact. The on-campus assessment program produces
convincing evidence of students achieving institutional expectations, but the off-campus programs are
included in the assessment program selectively and sporadically. When the team receives evidence
that the off-campus programs are held in low repute by area employers, the team calls for a focused
visit in two years on the off-campus programs and indicates in the report that the focused team will
expect to find strengthened programs that also are integrated into the institution’s assessment
program.

D Aninstitution, significantly in debt, apparently unable for several years to reverse downward trends in
enrollment presents unrealistic plans for addressing these problems. This might lead a team to doubt
its capacity to continue into the future.

»  Aninstitution has achieved fiscal stability at the expense of the quality of its educational programs with
no apparent sense of how to enhance its education without incurring unwanted debt. This may cause
a team to question whether this criterion is met. B
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v

0 Institutional Self-Study and Team Evaluation for This Criterion

Some academic leaders believe that a clue to future performance is how well an institution has responded to
past challenges. Others believe that in this period of dramatic, constant change unknown to previous
generations, past performance may be unrelated to how well an institution will respond to present
opportunities and challenges. Regardless of view, some useful indicators of present and future stability and
resilience include: :

¢ stability of the institutional leadership—board, president, administration, and faculty—and its
implication for the future;

¢ stability of human, financial, and physical resources and how they position the institution to meet
opportunities and threats;

¢ governance structures and processes that enable the institution’s leadership to respond quickly
and appropriately to changing external and internal circumstances;

¢ institutional assessment and planning efforts and their apparent effect on academic planning
and student academic achievement.

Self-Study Reports should identify the plans and structures through which institutions maintain strengths and

address concerns. The self-study should both identify and weigh existing short- and long-range plans— '

including strategic, tactical, and operational planning—and the institution’s past record of planning. Too often,
institutional planning processes focus solely on finances and facilities. Important as those areas are, the
relationship between them and the improvement of the educational program should be clear.

The Commission is committed strongly to the tenet that all institutions can improve the education they provide.
It expects the self-study process and report both to identify critical areas in need of improvement and to
indicate how an institution intends to make those improvements. '

Pattern of Evidence Supporting This Criterion

As the previous discussion suggests, the institution’s planning process and its academic planning process are
important components of the institutional Self-Study Report. Planning alone, however, is not adequate. In
developing the pattern of evidence to support Criterion Four, the Commission suggests the breadth
of review that it considers appropriate.

a. a current resource base—financial, physical, and human—that positions the institution for the
future.

b. decision-making processes with tested capability of responding effectively to anticipated and
unanticipated challenges to the institution.

c. structured assessment processes that are continuous, that involve a variety of institutional
constituencies, and that provide meaningful and useful information to the planning processes
as well as to students, faculty, and administration.

d. plansaswellasongoing, effective planning processes necessarytothe institution’s continuance.

‘e. resources organized and allocated to supportits plans for strengthening both the institution and
its programs. .
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'

O Other Types of Evidenee Appropriate for This Criterion : .

As with each of the other criteria, there will be some institutions whose specialized purpose or unique
circumstances require them to present additional types of evidence to support their claim that they fulfill
Criterion Four.

Some examples:

D  Apublicinstitution has experienced significant decline in enrollment but recently has been mandated
by the state to serve as the primary deliverer of a few specific programs throughout the state. It should
weigh the potential impact of this mandate and, if appropriate, use it as evidence of new possibilities
for future growth and educational quality.

D A church-related institution has enjoyed strong, continuous support from congregations. It should
evaluate whether it can rely on this support for future funding. If there are documents to this effect, they
could provide evidence of continued financial viability.

D  Aninstitution has been financially stable for many years, although almost totally tuition driven. It rhight
assess whether it can rely on adequate numbers of students and levels of tuition to continue to fund
its operations in the coming decade. The results could offer evidence of continuing viability.

D  Asingle purpose institution offers only programs that require professional accreditation for licensure.
It should evaluate likely changes, both in the profession itself and in the specialized accrediting body,
that might affect the content and structure of its programs. The institution’s ability to prepare for the
impact of these external forces might predict its future success.

[0 Weighing Types of Evidence in Determining Whether This Criterion Is Met ‘

Different institutions will face different opportunities and challenges to their continuing ability to accomplish
their purposes and to strengthen their educational effectiveness. An institution may wish to provide additional
evidence of its ability to utilize opportunities that circumstances present.

Some examples:

D Aninstitution has a very short record of fiscal stability but an excellent reputation for providing quality
education to a growing minority community. It should document the enthusiasm of its supporters, but
its ability to forecast reasonably a longer record of fiscal stability might be critical to its future.

D Aninstitution has survived many years with limited financial resources. It should provide careful
projections of future funding and strategies it intends to utilize to strengthen its educational
effectiveness within financial constraints. It should emphasize the lessons it has learned from its
past, drawing attention to what it sees as a proven record of operating adequately on limited
resources.

D Aninstitution is improving its reputation for educational excellence through a well-planned campaign
that publicly discloses the results of its student assessment program. It may use that evidence, if it can

Criterion Four

be documented, to supportits claims that its rather poor prior record of effective institutional planning
is being corrected.
.®  Aninstitution has strong board leadership in planning and a solid record of seeing plans through to
completion. This will outweigh the short-term dislocation caused by recent unanticipated administra-
tive turnover.
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® Because it replaced its chiefacademic officer, an institution did not actually implement the assessment
program it so carefully planned. Moreover, academic planning now appears to be driven largely by the
desire to institute “niche” programs that will offset the decline in traditional students. Yet each new
“niche” program appears to have assessment of student learning integrated into program design and
evaluation. Seeing that the institution understands and is committed to assessment in these new
programs and appreciating the work that went into the designed but never-implemented assessment
program, the team recommends a monitoring report on assessmentin two years. Thetext of the report
states that if the report does not provide dependable evidence that the assessment program is
operating, a focused visit on assessment should be conducted.

FOCUS ON CRITERION FIVE

“The institution demonstrates integrity in its practices and relationships.”

[0 Commission Meaning of “Integrity”

The higher education community has often assumed that because of its traditional commitment to the pursuit
of truth, its institutional behavior is beyond reproach and that the public should trust in this. But institutions
of higher education.are asvulnerable to.error as are all other social institutions. During the past decade, some
widely-reported lapses in institutional integrity have brought into new focus the relationship between
institutional integrity and institutional accreditation. '

By integrity, the Commission means that an institution adheres both to the civil laws and to the code of ethics
commonly accepted by the academic community. Such values are reflected by an institution’s

¢ expression of the ethical values it has adopted through institutional policies and procedures,
made public in its public documents and contractual arrangements; i

¢ assurance that its practices are consistent with its publicly stated policies;

¢ expectation that members of its constituencies (administration, faculty, and students) observe
the tenets of academic honesty;

O practice of full disclosure in its dealings with members of the institution and its publics;
¢ operation, without conflict of interest, at the board, ad'ministrative, and faculty levels;

-0 living up to commitments it makes in all its public representations.
The Commission recognizes that an institution’s history, tradition, and mission may shape its particular
policies and practices. Consequently, the Commission does not prescribe any single set of principles to be
followed by all institutions. It does expect each member institution to have a body of ethical values to which
it subscribes and which inform institutional policies and procedures and guide institutional practices and
relationships.
Commission Meaning of “Practices and Relationships”
“Practices and relationships” implies a distinction between policies and procedures—between what the

institution states in writing and its actions—how the institution actually carries out its activities as an
educational and business organization.
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Part of the accrediting process usually entails an audit of the institution’s policies and procedures, confirming that
the institution has addressed, in publicly available documents, such matters as academic honesty, nondiscrimi-
nation, affirmative action, harassment, professional ethics and conduct, and fair grievance processes.

All institutions of higher education affiliated with the Commission, even those closely held by a religious
organization or a private owner, have public roles and responsibilities. Federal and state laws define many of
those roles and responsibilities. In addition, there is a strong and enduring culture common to almost all
institutions of higher education that both transmits its values and acceptable behaviors and determines
additional roles and responsibilities for accredited institutions. With this criterion, the Commission goes
beyond institutional behavior that is purely legal to include institutional behavior that reflects ethical values
j traditionally held by institutions of higher education for themselves and each other.

[0 The Role of Diversity and Equity in This Criterion

4. The Criteria for Accredi

Institutions of higher education support faculty members’ study of the impact on U.S. society of the growing
!ﬁ diversity of its population—regarding ethnicity, race, religion, age, gender, and sexual orientation. Institutions
| also face the challenge of direct response to this diversity as it is reflected in their student bodies, faculty, or
in the ethnic and cultural diversity found off the campus.

Responding toissues resurfacing in the 1980s and early 1990s regarding social concerns, multiculturalism and
cultural diversity became more conscious concerns of the Commission. In 1991, the Commission adopted a
statement that explained its expectations of affiliated institutions.

Commission Statement on _
Access, Equity, and Diversity ‘

The Commission recognizes that much of the vitality in the American system of higher education comes from

its broad spectrum of differing institutions, missions, and constituencies. Such diversity enriches the quality of

American higher education and heips to prepare graduates to five and work in a culturally pluralistic,

interdependent world.

|

i

|

|

} Individual and group differences in ideas, viewpoints, perspectives, backgrounds, and values add richness to the
‘ teaching and learning process which can strengthen an institution. So, too, shared values, experiences, and
i purposes bring unity and a sense of community of common purpose to an institution. The Commission urges
! each institution to examine its own character, to find its proper balance between the benefits of diversity and
i the values of community, and to communicate these views to the public. However, regardless of specific
i institutional practices, the Commission expects an institution to create and maintain a teaching and learning
| environment that supports sensitivity to diverse individuals and groups. Further, the Commission expects an
| affiliated institution to discourage acts of racism, sexism, bigotry, harassment, and violence while it teaches
| students and faculty aiike to see in proper perspective the differences that separate and the commonalties that
bind ali peoples and cultures.

[ To create and maintain this environment, institutions shoutd identify and correct any existing policies and
| practices that allow inequitable treatment of current and potential faculty. students, staff, and any other groups
| they serve. The Commission recognizes that an institution’s history, tradition, and mission may shape its
| particular policies and practices; consequently, the Commission does not prescribe any single set of principies
E to be followed by all institutions. it does expect its members to be concerned with the integrity and equitable
application of their institutional policies, and to publicize and explain thoughtfully those policies and practices
to their constituencies and to the public.

Adopted by the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
August 9. 1997

1 —_—
v

Criterion Five
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0O The Role of Institutional Integrity in the Accreditation Process

With this new criterion, the Commission makes clear its intention to incorporate into its accrediting processes
consideration of all matters that speak to the integrity with which an institution of higher education conducts
its business. Over the past decade, the Commission has been particularly concerned about the questionable
practices by which institutions seek, recruit, and admit students both in the United States and abroad; by
advertising and recruitment materials that falsely present the institution’s facilities and programs and/or
propose quick and easy degrees; and by the abuse of multiple student financial aid programs.

Questionable practices relating to the management of student enrollments, however, are just a sampling of
the high visibility issues that confront the Commission when considering the integrity of an institution. The
major changes taking place in higher education require new applications of traditional, ethical values. Some
of these changes are creative forms of financing the educational enterprise, consortia and cooperative
initiatives for mounting and delivering educational programs, and growth of “non-traditional” faculty and
students within the educational community.

In light of these changes, institutions and the Commission must consider and evaluate how institutional integrity
relates to mission and purposes, to resources, to institutional effectiveness, and to institutional planning.

Statements of Good Practice Promulgated by Other Organizations

From time to time, the Commission issues a formal statement through which it establishes a specific
interpretation of certain matters concerning institutional integrity. The “Statement on Access, Equity, and
Diversity” printed previously is one example. But the Commission also looks to a variety of other professional
and educational organizations for assistance in defining principles of good practice and ethical behavior on
specific matters. It does not anticipate developing its own statement on every significant matter involving
institutional integrity.

The Commission does not officially endorse the statements provided by those organizations, but it
recommends that affiliated institutions give them careful attention.

In Chapter Reference A, the Commission provides a list of these statements. The list is not meant to be

exhaustive but, instead, to suggest the broad range of resources available to institutions in evaluating their own
practices and relationships as they relate to institutional integrity.

Institutional Self-Study and Team Evaluation for This Criterion

One excellent starting point for any institutional self-study and subsequent team evaluation regarding the
institution’s integrity in its practices and relationships would be the review and evaluation of the policies and
procedures found in the institution’s public documents. However, the mere publication of these policies and
procedures is not sufficient. Their content and their implementation should be measured by whether

¢ stated policies and procedures are based on ethical values,

¢ institutional practices are in keeping with the policies and procedures regarding institutional
integrity, :

¢ full and candid disclosure is encouraged and practiced throughout the institution,

¢ practice shows that the institution lives up to commitments it makes to its students and to the
public at large.
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tion

= Ethical policies and procedures. Criterion Five addresses the institution’s expectations of the ethical
behavior of individuals within each of its constituencies (board members, administrators, staff members,
faculty, and students). It also addresses the basic underlying attitude an institution takes toward those
constituencies, other institutions, and the public at large. A self-study process that includes critical
examination of institutional policies and procedures will go far in identifying commitment to those
expectations and that attitude.

for Accredi

= Full disclosure. A self-study process should identify all situations that obligate an institution to full
disclosure. Full disclosure means that an institution responds as honestly as possible and as fully as law
and professional ethics require in its relationships with its constituencies and its publics. It is obvious that
certain matters must be confidential and are so protected by law. But institutional integrity should require
that appropriate and accurate information be given to those who need or request it.

Some examples:

&. The Cri

»  The catalog is the primary document through which current and prospective students learn about
the institution. Too often it contains a misleading list of courses, including many that are seldom
taught and some that have not been taught for years.

D Institutions that own and operate subcorporations, especially those that provide services to
students such as bookstores or other campus businesses directed to students, should clearly
identify the relationship. If the institution contracts such services, the students should be aware of
those contractual ties.

p Fundraising groups or divisions of public institutions, particularly those that are separately
incorporated and not directly answerable to the governing board of the institution, should be openly
and clearly defined.

As institutions turn to complex relationships with supporting and subsidiary groups, whether wholly-
owned by the institution or related through tradition, it is important that those affected and those
interested be able to understand those relationships. Full disclosure should require that they be
completely, accurately, and clearly set forth in publicly available documents. Those engaged in the self-
study process or team evaluation will probably look first for such documents and analyze them carefully.

= Relationships with internal constituencies. An institution has internal constituencies and external
publics. It is important that the institution practices honesty and candor in its relationships with all of them.
In dealing with internal constituencies, corporate by-laws, handbooks, manuals, and contracts usually set
forththe basicrelationship among these groups. The Commission does not prescribe organizational patterns
or conditions for compensation and employment at an institution. However, it is appropriately concerned
about the impact of such arrangements on the institution’s ability to meet the Commission’s criteria.
Therefore, the institution in its self-study process and, subsequently, the Evaluation Team may want to review
institutional publications and documents, such as minutes of faculty or student meetings where an officer
has reported on important matters regarding the state of the institution, on issues facing the institution, or
on specific matters affecting the constituency addressed; copies of the president’s and other officers’ public
addresses; student newspaper articles; memos from faculty committees or officers to the entire institution.

= Relationships with external publics. Two places a self-study group or Evaluation Team may want to
look for evidence of accurate self-representation in relations between the institution and its external
publics are the public relations office and alumni publications. In fact, in an era marked by “marketing”
of everything from educational programs to the value of the impact it has on the economy, an educational
institution should evaluate with care how well it monitors the multiple marketing efforts that it mounts or
that groups within it undertake.

One significant trend in the past decade has been forming new international links. From new recruiting
programs for foreign students to establishing branch campuses abroad, institutions have begun to

Criterion Five
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communicate with people who have difficulty understanding the unique aspects of U.S. higher education
and voluntary accreditation. An institution will want to evaluate the ways it presents itself to an
international community.

Today, more and more institutions must seek funding from federal and state programs and organizations
and from public and private foundations and philanthropists. They must also structure new relationships
with sister institutions, business and industry, and other groups that either use the institution’s services
or help supply them. In all of these situations the need for honest and candid information about the
institution increases. Frequently, problems in higher education result not from misapplication of resources
or misrepresentation of the institution, but from ill-advised efforts to respond to unanticipated external
inquiries with obfuscation and concealment.

A self-study process should include critical examination of documents released to the public and
contractual agreements between the institution and other organizations to be sure that they are honest
and candid and reflect ethical values.

m Consistency between policies and practice. Even the best crafted policies count for little if they
fail to direct the actions of those who apply them. For example, over the past two decades, it has
become routine for institutions to state publicly that discrimination is not practiced. In fact, institutional
eligibility for many federal financial aid programs rests on an institution’s professed commitment to
non-discrimination. In many institutions affirmative action offices have been established to oversee
the various institutional activities in which discrimination might oceur. However,-as with American
society as a whole, discrimination is often hidden and subtle; few institutions have been able to
eradicate it completely. An institution may wish to provide both statements of policy and records of
activities and accomplishments that demonstrate its commitment to the elimination of discrimination
in all its forms.

® Living up to commitments. Through its bylaws, catalogs, brochures, handbooks, policies and
procedures, manuals, letters of appointment, and formal negotiated contracts, including those written
through collective bargaining arrangements, an institution raises expectations and makes commitments
to its various members, constituencies, and external publics. An institution also makes additional cultural
and instructional commitments to its publics when it distributes information about programs designed
to meet public needs or provide services to the wider community of which it is a part. At a time when
institutions compete aggressively and openly for students and faculty and depend heavily upon public
good will for funding, it is critical that pledges made to both internal constituencies and external publics
be accurate representations of the institution’s intentions and its capability to fulfill them.

[0 Pattern of Evidence Supporting This Criterion
The institutional self-study process, the Self-Study Report, and the Team Report need to explore a variety of

issues. In developing the pattern of evidence supporting Criterion Five, the Commission suggests the
breadth of review that it considers appropriate to this criterion.

a. ~student;faculty; and staff handbooks that describe various institutional relationships with those

constituencies, including appropriate grievance procedures.

b. policies and practices for the resolution of internal disputes within the institution’s constituency.
c. policiesand Bractices' cornisistent with its-mission related to equity of tregtment, nondisgrimina—
tion, affirmative action, and other means of-enhancing access to education and the building of

a diverse educational community.
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Criterion Five

i —————

All institutions of higher education need to examine many of the same areas of practices and:relationships
when assessing institutional integrity. Most of those areas are captured in the language of this criterion and
in the General Institutional Requirements. However, some institutions will confront situations unique to their
state, their specific type of institution, or a particular program they offer. In those situations, additional types
of evidence might be important to an institution’s claim that it fulfills this criterion. Although the Commission
looks to the appropriate national and regional athletic associations and -conferences for the detailed
supervision of intercollegiate programs, it expects institutions to evaluate their programs as part of the self-

institutional publications, statements, and advertising that describe accurately and fairly the
institution, its operations, and its programs.

relationships with other institutions of higher education conducted ethically and responsibly.
appropriate support for resources shared with other institutions.

policies and procedures regarding institutional relationships with and responsibility forjn_tercol-
legiate athletics, student associations, and subsidiary or related business enterprises.

oversight processes for monitoring contractual arrangements with government, industry, and
other organizations.

[1 Gcher Tyi:eé of Evidence Appropriate for This Criterion

study process and to include that evaluation in the Self-Study Report.

Some examples:

o

Where written policies and procedures communicate an acceptance of ethical values not documented by an
institution’s actual practices and relationships, the Evaluation Team may feel obliged to weigh evidence of

An institution is charged by state law to ensure that its board meetings are announced and open to
the public. It should include an evaluation of how it fulfills this law. :

An institution must report to a denominational governing body. It might evaluate how it honors the
terms of any agreement of denominational affiliation.

An institution has a specific commitment to assist in local community development. It might evaluate
the effectiveness of past, current, and planned relationships with civic and business groups and how
it contributes to the economic, educational, and cultural advancement of the community.

An institution specifically serves the needs of state and federal agencies (e.g., prison authorities, mental
health authorities, military). It should include an evaluation of its faculty’s and students”accomplishments
in meeting these special contractual obligations, both to the agencies and to those served within them.

A public or private institution has established a strong alumni or local foundation to gather and hold
funds on behalf of the institution. The institution should carefully evaluate its formal relationship with
that foundation, including its financial records and practices.

An institution is known for its decentralization and educational entrepreneurialism. It should pay special
attention to the accuracy of publications, statements, and advertising issued by the various units
operating under the institution’s name.

[0 Weighing Types of Evidence in Determining Whether This Criterion Is Met

Q
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actual practices are exemplary but its written policies and procedures are inadequate or out-of-date, the team
may choose to weigh the practice over the policy. There are other situations in which types of evidence might
be weighed differently.

. actual practices and relationships more heavily than published policies and procedures. If an institution’s

Some examples:

0 Alarge public institution has spent a number of years developing faculty and student handbooks that
include exemplary systems of governance, administration, faculty self-regulation, and communica-
tions. However, the newly-elected governing board, responding to political pressures, has begun to
intervene in curricular matters. The integrity of the institution might rest more with the ability of the board
to understand and act on its appropriate roles than with the exemplary documents.

0  Areligiousinstitution explicitly limits its facutty and/or student body to those who hold specific religious
doctrines. The student newspaper has been closed down ostensibly because of lack of funding, but
some claim it took editorial stands that violated religious doctrine. An evaluation of institutional policies
and procedures and their application, as well as the adequacy of the .communication regarding
doctrinal orthodoxy, may figure prominently in the determination that this criterion is met.

0  Aprivate institution presents itself in all its advertising and recruiting brochures as a strong liberal arts
college when in fact more than 75% of the students are enrolled in its three professional programs.
Retention and student completion of degrees aré remarkably high and have been for years. A careful
evaluation might indicate that the apparent lack of fit between what the institution isand how it portrays
itself should be remedied, and also show that there is littte compelling evidence that the institution’s
integrity is in jeopardy.

institution and for-profit organizations owned by some members of the faculty and administration. The
fact that the institution has and can document the use of carefully structured review processes by which
all contracts—including these secret contracts—are reviewed might outweigh the isstes of full
disclosure in this situation.

. D  Aninstitution is in the middte of an alleged scandal concerning several secret contracts between the
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Chapter Reference

The Criteria for Accreditation

An institution accredited by the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association
of Colleges and Schools meets these Criteria for Accreditation.

Criterion One

“The institution has clear and publicly stated purposes consistent with its mission
and appropriate to an institution of higher education.”

In determining appropriate patterns of evidence for Criterion One, the Commission
considers evidence such as:

a. long- and short-range institutional and educational goals.

b. processes, involving its constituencies, through which the institution evaluates its
purposes.

c. decision-making processes that are appropriate to its stated mission and purposes.
d. understanding of the stated purposes by institutional constituencies.

e. efforts to keep the public informed of its institutional and educational goals through
documents such as the catalog and program brochures.

f.  support for freedom of inquiry for faculty and students.

g. institutional commitmentto excellence in both the teaching provided by faculty and the
learning expected of students.

Criterion Two

“The institution has effectively organized the human, financial, and physical
resources necessary to accomplish its purposes.”

In determining appropriate patterns of evidence for Criterion Two, the Commission
considers evidence such as:

a. governance by a board consisting of informed people who understand their respon-
sibilities, function in accordance with stated board policies, and have the resolve
necessary to preserve the institution’s integrity.

b. effective administration through well-defined and understood organizational struc-
tures, policies, and procedures.

c. qualified and experienced administrative personnel who oversee institutional activities
and exercise appropriate responsibility for them.

d. systems of governance that provide dependable information to the institution’s
constituencies and, as appropriate, involve them in the decision-making processes.
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Criterion Two continued...

e.

Criterion Three

faculty with educational credentials that testify to appropriate preparation for the
courses they teach.

a sufficient number of students enrolled to meet the institution’s stated educational
purposes.

provision of services that afford all admitted students the opportunity to succeed.
a physical plant that supports effective teaching and learning.
conscientious efforts to provide students with a safe and healthy environment.

academic resources and equipment (e.g., libraries, electronic services and products,
learning resource centers, laboratories and studios, computers) adequate to support
the institution’s purposes.

a pattern of financial expenditures that shows the.commitment to provide both the
environment and the human resources necessary for effective teaching and learning.

management of financial resources to maximize the institution’s capability to meet its
purposes.

“The institution is accomplishing its educational and other purposes.”

In determining appropriate patterns of evidence for Criterion Three, the Commission
considers evidence such as:

a.

educational programs appropriate to an institution of higher education.

— courses of study in the academic programs that are clearly defined, coherent, and
intellectually rigorous;

— programs that include courses and/or activities whose purpose is to stimulate the
examination and understanding of personal, social, and civic values;

— programs that require of the faculty and students (as appropriate to the level of
the educational program) the use of scholarship and/or the participation in
research as part of the programs;

— programs that require intellectual interaction between student and faculty and
encourage it between student and student.

assessment of appropriate student academic achievement in all its programs, docu-
menting:

— proficiency in skills and competencies essential for all college-educated adults;

— completion of anidentifiable and coherent undergraduate level general education
component; and

- méstery of the level of knowledge appropriate to the degree granted.
graduate programs that:

— distinguish clearly graduate from undergraduate offerings;

— expect students and faculty to value and engage in research;

— are approved, taught, and evaluated by a graduate faculty that possesses
appropriate credentials and experience; and

NCA-CIHE
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Criterion Four

=

-]

|  Criterion Three continued...

-

2 — use results of regular internal and external peer review processes to ensure
8 quality.

< d. transcripts that follow commonly accepted practices and accurately reflect student
'5 learning.

Y=

.g e. effective teaching that characterizes its courses and academic programs.

g f.  ongoing support for professional development for faculty, staff, and administrators.
[}

(1) g. student services that effectively support the institution’s purposes.

é‘ h. staff and faculty service that contributes to the institution’s effectiveness.

3 i. if appropriate:

— evidence of support for the stated commitment to basic and applied research
through provision of sufficient human, financial, and physical resources to
produce effective research;

— evidence of support for the stated commitment to the fine and creative arts
through provision of sufficient human, financial, and physical resources to
produce creative endeavors and activities;

— evidence of effective delivery of educational and other services to its community;

— evidence of development and offering of effective courses and programs to meet
the needs of its sponsoring organization and other special constituencies.

a.

“The institution can continue to accomplish its purposes and strengthen its
educational effectiveness.”

In determining appropriate patterns of evidence for Criterion Four, the Commission
considers evidence such as:

a current resource base—financial, physical, and human—that positions the institution
for the future.

decision-making processes with tested capability of responding effectively to antici-
pated and unanticipated challenges to the institution.

structured assessment processes that are continuous, thatinvolve a variety of institutional
constituencies, and that provide meaningful and useful information to the planning
processes as well as to students, faculty, and administration.

plans as well as ongoing, effective planning processes necessary to the institution's
continuance.

resources organized and allocated to support its plans for strengthening both the
institution and its programs.
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Criterion Five

“The institution demonstrates integrity in its practices and relationships.”

In determining appropriate patterns of evidence for Criterion Five, the Commission
considers evidence such as:

a.

student, faculty, and staff handbooks that describe various institutional relation-
ships with those constituencies, including appropriate grievance procedures.

policies and practices for the resolution of internal disputes within the institution’s
constituency.

policies and practices consistent with its mission related to equity of treatment,
nondiscrimination, affirmative action, and other means of enhancing access to
education and the building of a diverse educational community.

institutional publications, statements, and advertising that describe accurately and
fairly the institution, its operations, and its programs.

relationships with other institutions of higher education conducted ethically and
responsibly.

appropriate support for resources shared with other institutions.

policies and procedures regarding institutional relationships with and responsibility
for intercollegiate athletics, student associations, and subsidiary or related business
enterprises.

oversight processes for monitoring contractual arrangements with government,
industry, and other organizations.

NCA-CIHE
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Institutional Evaluation

for Improvement

THE SELF-STUDY PROCESS IN ACCREDITATION

The Commission on Institutions of Higher Education builds its comprehensive evaluations for initial and
continued candidacy and accreditation on two foundations: institutional self-study and peer evaluation. An
institution plans and undertakes a self-study process to determine how well it meets the Commission’s
Requirements and Criteria and to clarify its plans for improving and enhancing its programs and operations. The
institution summarizes its findings in a Self-Study Report that both constitutes its formal application for initial or
continued candidacy or accreditation and forms the basis for an evaluation visit conducted by a team of peers
from other accredited higher education institutions. This chapter provides information on the self-study process
and the Self-Study Report for all institutions. Specific information for institutions in the Candidacy Program appears
in Chapter 13.

O Purposes of Self-Study in Accreditation

Insisting, as it has since the 1930s, that institutional accreditation be based on an institution’s capacity forand --

success in fulfilling its mission, a mission that is appropriate to a higher education institution, the Commission
requires from the institution sufficient evidence on which to make an accrediting decision. Nearly four decades
ago, the Commission determined that institutional self-study best provided the evidence.

Recognizing that careful self-evaluation is crucial to any institution’s effectiveness, the Commission continues
to require periodic self-study as a major component of the accreditation process. The Commission requires
that an institution formally examine itself, assess its strengths and challenges, and plan how to capitalize on
those strengths and eliminate or alleviate those challenges. In the process, aninstitution documents its present
effectiveness and its strategies to continue to improve that effectiveness.

O What the Commission Expects in Every Self-Study Process

For an effective self-study, an institution develops a process that will yield information it can use to improve.
While the Commission does not prescribe the details of an individual institution’s self-study process, it offers
these clear expectations for every self-study process for candidacy or accreditation:

¢ Begin with a Self-Study Plan. A beneficial self-study process must serve both internal and
external purposes. Foresight and thoughtful structuring of the self-study process, as docu-
mented in a Self-Study Plan, enable institutions to gain maximum benefits from the time and
energy expended.

¢ Focus on the whole institution. The Commission does not accredit individual departments or
programs; however, evaluating an institution in terms of the Commission’s Criteria for Accredi-
tation requires that each of the institution’s component parts be examined. The information
gathered through evaluation of each component contributes to an evaluation of the institution
as a whole.

¢  Permit wide involvement. A Self-Study Report should speak for an entire institution, not for
any single group within it. Therefore, it is important that the self-study process allow as wide an
involvement as possible—from administrators, faculty, staff, students, alumni, and trustees.
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5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement

O

Commission Evaluation Teams generally expect widespread awareness, across a campus,
concerning the self-study process: that administrators, faculty, students, and staff know how and
by whom the self-study was conducted; and that everyone had ample opportunity to contribute
to the process and its results.

¢ Build naturally on existing self-evaluation. Every institution should already have ongoing
programs for self-evaluation, for monitoring the effectiveness of its operations, and for planning.
A self-study process should begin by incorporating and discussing what these existing
evaluation programs have revealed. If the institution’s existing approaches are inadequate, the
self-study process should examine and improve them.

¢ Evaluate rather than describe the institution. To ensure an institution’s continuing vitality
and educational effectiveness, the self-study process must be analytical, self-critical. A descrip-
tive Self-Study Report that merely inventories the institution’s resources and operations fails to
meet the Commission’s expectations for its institutional evaluation process.

¢ Identify clearly the institution’s strengths and the areas that need improvement.
Whether the self-study confirms the adequacy of ongoing evaluation and planning or whether
it suggests new priorities and strategies, institutional improvement is a major goal of the
process. A candid appraisal of strengths, concerns, opportunities, and challenges allows an
institution to develop explicit plans to build upon its strengths, ameliorate its weaknesses, and
address its challenges.

¢ Produce a Self-Study Report. The self-study process for candidacy or accreditation can serve
a variety of internal and external purposes. However, the self-study process must yield a Self-
Study Report that reflects the process that led to it, and explicitly documents that the institution
meets the Commission’s General Institutional Requirements and Criteria for Accreditation and
that it has instituted programs and mechanisms that will, over time, enhance its effectiveness.

Preparing for and Conducting the Self-Study

For most affiliated institutions, preparation for self-study and Commission evaluation begins approximately
two years before the evaluation visit, when the Executive Officer of the institution receives a reminder letter
from the Commission. For an institution applying for initial affiliation (candidacy or accreditation), preparation
begins when the Executive Director of the Commission advises the institution that the self-study process can
commence.

An effective self-study process includes the following critical components:

8 Providing sound, knowledgeable leadership

¢ Presidential leadership and support. Atits beginning, and throughout the self-study process,
the Executive Officer's visible support is crucial. The more the Executive Officer makes it clear,
both by word and action, that the self-study is an institutional priority, the greater the value and
success of the process for the institution. To demonstrate the importance of the self-study to the
institution, the Executive Officer should:

© appoint a Self-Study Coordinator and the members of the Steering Committee and formally
charge them with their task;

o provide the Self-Study Coordinator with released time from teaching and/or other institu-
tional duties;
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o give steering committee members the necessary support to carry out their charge, including
clerical and secretarial assistance, computer(s), and space;

© make certain the Steering Committee and working committees have access to the people
and information necessary to do their jobs; and

O insistthatthose who are called upon for this information are asked to make this a top priority.

¢ An effective Self-Study Coordinator. A Self-Study Coordinator is responsible for the overall

direction and execution of the self-study and for the preparation of the Self-Study Report. The Self-
Study Coordinator should command respect and confidence from across the institution and possess
wide knowledge of institutional personnel, activities, and organizations. The Self-Study Coordinator
ordinarily chairs the Self-Study Steering Committee and serves as a resource person to self-study
work committees. Because writing and editing the Self-Study Report are usually major responsibili-
ties, good human relations and communication skills are essential.

A strong Self-Study Steering Committee. The primary tasks of the Steering Committee are
to assist the Self-Study Coordinator to develop the Self-Study Plan, coordinate its implementa-
tion, and prepare the Self-Study Report. People chosen for the Steering Committee should be
recognized leaders who can command the respect of the institution’s various constituencies.
They should be knowledgeable about the institution and enthusiastic about the self-study
process, appreciating its critical importance to the-institution. Steering Committee members
should be open-minded enough to examine difficult or controversial issues fairly; they should
possess the resolve to follow through on all work undertaken.

Membership on the Steering Committee represents a serious commitment in time and energy.
Theinstitution’s Executive Officer should make these appointments, in consultation with the Self-
Study Coordinator, so that a broadly representative Steering Committee, including significant
faculty involvement, can receive the cooperation necessary to carry out its task.

8 Using the Commission’s materials and services

¢

The Commission staff liaison. The Commission staff liaison reviews the institution’s Self-Study
Plan and provides advice about integration of the institution’s ongoing evaluation and planning
programs with the self-study process for Commission evaluation. The staff liaison develops a
proposed team for the evaluation visit and reviews the final draft of the institution’s Self-Study
Report. If the institution indicates that it would be useful, the staff liaison may visit the institution
(at the Commission’s expense) to help facilitate an effective self-study process.

Commission documents. The Steering Committee will need to develop an understanding of
the institution’s affiliation with the Commission. Reviewing the last comprehensive Team Report
and all subsequent Commission and/or staff actions is a good starting point. An institution may
also find it useful to review its last Self-Study Report, recognizing, however, that significant
changesin Commission policies and procedures may have made the substance and organization
of older Self-Study Reports inappropriate models for the current process. The Executive Officer,
Self-Study Coordinator, and Self-Study Steering Committee should have readily available the file
of the institution’s history with the Commission.

The reminder letter sent to the institution’s Executive Officer provides information about the
scope of the evaluation or special issues that the Commission requires be covered. The Steering
Committee also should review the accuracy of the institution’s current Record of Status and
Scope, particularly the Statement of Affiliation Status (SAS) section. (Chapter 2 explains the
meaning and Commission use of this document.)
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The institution should consult with its Commission staff liaison if it intends to request that

its SAS be altered (e.g., to change the highest degree level or to modify a stipulation) or that

the Commission permit it to effect a proposed change that requires prior approval (see the
policies oninstitutional change in Chapter 12). The institution should seek clarification about
how such requests for change may affect the self-study process and report.

¢ The Annual Meeting. The Commission's Briefing newsletter, one- and two-year reminder
letters, and the special Annual Meeting announcement encourage institutions to send represen-
tatives to the Commission’s Annual Meeting held in Chicago in early spring. Many Annual
Meeting sessions provide guidance about effective self-study strategies, review Commission
policies and procedures, and provide opportunities to examine sample Self-Study Reports and
to exchange information and ideas with colleagues from other institutions engaged in self-study.
Annual Meeting attendance is voluntary and open to all persons interested in self-study and
institutional improvement. It is particularly useful for Self-Study Coordinators, Steering Commit-
tee members, executive officers, and trustees of institutions scheduled for evaluations in the next
two or three years.

The Self-Study Coordinator and Steering Committee should be appointed early
enough to permit the Coordinator and one or more committee members to attend
the Annual Meeting at least two academic years before the evaluation visit is
scheduled to occur.

5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement

¢ Commission publications. Read and distribute this Handbook. All those involved in the self-
study process should be informed fully of the Commission’s procedures and expectations. In
particular, the Committee should study the General Institutional Requirements and the Criteria
for Accreditation. The Self-Study Coordinator should consider subscribing to Briefing, to assure
access by the Coordinator and the Steering Committee to the most up-to-date information. The
Commission’s Web site is another source of current information and resources.

=  Developing a Self-Study Plan

The Steering Committee’s first major task is to plan a self-study process that both fits the needs of the
institution and satisfies the requirements of the Commission. Itis in designing a strategy for self-study that
the institution can be most creative. The steps the Steering Committee should take to develop this Self-
Study Plan, which is sometimes called the “prospective” or “design,” are relatively straightforward:

¢ Establish a self-study calendar and timetable that takes into account the conduct as
well as the purpose of the self-study process. It usually takes four or five full semesters for
an institution to plan, execute, and report a comprehensive self-study process. When it receives
the Commission’s two-year reminder of a forthcoming comprehensive evaluation—if not before—
the institution should begin to organize its self-study process. One of its first tasks is to establish
a realistic timetable (see Chapter 10).

¢ Identify institutional goals for the self-study process. If certain constituencies within the
institution expect the process to accomplish certain ends, these expectations should be made
explicit and incorporated into the Steering Committee’s plans. If the institution hopes to
accomplish specific objectives through the process, those objectives should figure prominently
in the Self-Study Plan. Self-study is an opportunity for an institution to tackle the challenges that
confrontitand to place upon the table issues that might otherwise go unaddressed. Usually this
process begins with the Executive Officer and other administrators, but it can profitably include ‘
involvement from throughout the institution.
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Determine how the General Institutional Requirements and the Criteria for Accredita-
tionwill be addressed in the self-study process and Report. Because the Criteria cut across
functional areas of an institution, one significant task in developing the Self-Study Plan is to plot
clearly how an evaluation of the functions, operations, and educational programs of the
institution will provide evidence that the Criteria for Accreditation are met. Typically, this is
addressed through the proposed table of contents or outline for the Self-Study Report.

Identify how the institution will report and respond to concerns expressed by previous
NCA teams. The institution, in its Self-Study Report, needs to address the major concerns
identified by the last comprehensive evaluation team (and all subsequent Commission reviews).
The current team will have received all of these documents and will want to see evidence of how
the institution has changed as a result of its relationship with the Commission.

Include a preliminary outline of the Self-Study Report.

Approximately 21-29 months before the comprehensive visit, the institution completes its Self-Study Plan
and submitsitto its Commission staff liaison for comment and advice. Staff liaisons welcome early receipt
* of plans from institutions to provide the maximum assistance in the early stages of self-study.

#  Conducting an effective self-study process

The Steering Committee should weigh carefully the time, energy, and commitment the self-study process
will require, both from its own members and from all the constituencies whose involvement will be crucial.

0

Use appropriate committee structures. A self-study process need not be constructed from
scratch, nor need it involve a new layer of committees. The Steering Committee should decide
how best to integrate the structures for self-study with any committee structures already in place.
It can divide aspects of each subject among its committees, or it can assign one committee to
“take the lead” on a particular subject, allowing other groups to feed relevant analysis and
evaluation to the designated committee. An institution needs to involve people familiar with the
subjects of their scrutiny in its committees. It must also make clear which committees have
responsibility for which assignments.

Use existing evaluation and planning processes and materials before structuring new
ones. One task of the self-study is to gather information. Often, it is not as critical to create new
data as itis to update, analyze, integrate, and draw meaning from information that already exists.
Possible sources of self-study information include: ongoing institutional evaluation, planning,
and budgeting processes; reports to system and/or state authorities; program outcomes data,
particularly among occupational, vocational, and professional programs; self-study and accredi-
tation reports concerning programs accredited by specialized accrediting agencies; local and
regional data on population, employment, economic activity (available from city and county
planning agencies, school districts, the census, public utilities, and business and professional
organizations). : :

Increasingly, institutions develop internal evaluation processes to inform decision-making.
Rather than duplicate work that is already being done, the Steering Committee should inventory,
update, and use the information gained through these other evaluation and planning processes
in its self-study.

Establish and maintain regular communication links with institutional constituencies.
While-itis neither necessary nor desirable that everyone in the institution be on a committee, the
Steering Committee needs to establish means of informing all the institution’s constituencies of
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preliminary findings and developments throughout the self-study process. It should encourage
their responses and use those responses to revise and refine the materials. Finally, it should
disseminate the Self-Study Report.

Communication is not simply a matter of letting the total community know the progress of the
process; it includes the establishment of clear and unambiguous reporting mechanisms and
writing responsibilities that will lead from data-gathering to the completed Self-Study Report.
Communication also involves informing constituencies of evaluation methodologies for various
aspects of the institution. This will help ensure that appropriate data are gathered and that those
who are called upon for data understand how it will be analyzed.

¢ Conduct a self-study appropriate to the institution. The ways in which the self-study
process is conducted will vary according to the size, complexity, and character of the institution.
No single pattern is appropriate to all institutions. A variety of techniques may be valuable for
gathering additional information and opinion, including surveys (of students, faculty, staff,
alumni, and community members), interviews (conducted both by telephone and in person),
focused group interviews, mail-in student newspaper “identify an issue” forums, and open
meetings or hearings. In gathering opinion, the self-study should strive to allow all institutional
constituencies to register their points of view.

5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement

THE SELF-STUDY REPORT
O The'Purposes of the Self-Study Report

An institution’s Self-Study Report plays specific roles in the Commission’s processes.

¢ It constitutes the institution’s formal request for initial or continued accreditation.
O It summarizes the purposes and findings of the self-study process.

¢ Itdemonstrates the institution’s ability to analyze its effectiveness and develop plans for its own
improvement.

¢ It provides evidence that the institution fulfills the Commission’s General Institutional Require-
ments and the Criteria for Accreditation.

¢ Itsuccinctly summarizes the information necessary for the evaluation visit, the review process,
and Commission action.

O The Audiences for the Self-Study Report

The self-study process requires an investment of money, time, and energy. To maximize the benefits of this
investment, an institution should consider using the self-study as a vehicle for communicating to important
internal and external audiences. Before it begins, an institution is wise to identify those who will benefit most
from involvement and to envision specific prospective audiences for its Self-Study Report. Primary audiences
for the report are the Commission representatives involved in the evaluation-accreditation process: the
Commission staff liaison, the Evaluation Team, the Readers and/or Review Committee members, and the
Commissioners. In addition, an institution should consider the impact and possible uses of the self-study
process, interim reports, and final Self-Study Report on the following audiences: institutional personnel
(administrators, faculty, staff); members of the institution's governing board; students, both current and
prospective; parents of students; graduates; members of the community (or communities) the institution

Q
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serves; members of institutional advisory committees; state regulatory agencies; national higher education
organizations; and specialized accrediting agencies.

O The Structure of the Self-Study Report

The Self-Study Report should be:

o

¢
¢
¢

a well-written, readable narrative, not a collection of tables, charts, and graphs;

concise yet thorough;

evaluative rather than descriptive;

written with the other materials to which its readers will have access in mind. Since the Self-Study
Report is part of a set of materials, which includes Basic Institutional Data Forms, externally-

audited financial statements, faculty and student handbooks, and the catalog, it need not repeat
information that its readers will find elsewhere.

There is no single way to organize the Self-Study Report. Each institution is encouraged to present its report
in the manner best suited to its own purposes and needs, flowing from its Self-Study Plan and process. While
there are various ways to structure the Self-Study Report, its uses in the Commission’s evaluation process
require that every report contain four essential elements:

¢
¢

the table of contents;

the introduction that provides the context for the evaluation and addresses the concerns
expressed by previous Commission teams;

the body of the report that, regardless of how it is organized, includes an evaluation of the
institution in terms of the Criteria for Accreditation;

the summary, in which the institution makes its request for the affiliation status sought, including
any changes.

B Table of contents. However it is organized, the Self-Study Report should be preceded by a Table of
Contents to assist readers.

B The introduction. This element of the Self-Study Report is clear, concise, and provides information to
give the reader a context within which to read what follows. This introduction should include:

& A brief profile of the institution, including special qualities and distinctive programs.

¢ A summary of the institution’s accreditation history.

¢ The purposes of and audience(s) for the report. Each purpose should be specified. Although
one purpose undoubtedly will be to gain or continue accreditation, there should be others

as well. The intended audiences should be identified.

¢ The organization of the report. This should help the reader find the discussion of basic
components of the institution in the report.

¢ Review of the self-study process. This helps readers of the Self-Study Report understand
how various organizational components were reviewed.
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¢ The institution’s response to the most recent NCA Team Report. The Evaluation Team
receives copies of the most recent comprehensive Team Report and its formal Institutional
Response, copies of subsequent focused reports and responses, staff analyses of any
required reports, Assessment Plan Review reports, and information about other changes
approved by the Commission. Therefore, the institution should comment on where-and how
the current Self-Study Report will treat concerns identified by previous Commission reviews.

¢ Changes and/or significant developments since the most recent comprehensive evaluation.

8 The body of the Self-Study Report. The body of the Self-Study Report may be organized in a variety

of ways, but it must include an explicit evaluation of the institution in terms of the Commission’s Criteria
for Accreditation. Some institutions structure their Self-Study Reports around the Criteria. Others organize
their reports around functional topics with a concluding chapter in which each criterion is explicitly
mentioned together with an analysis of where and how the body of the report substantiates the claim that
the criterion is fulfilled. Some institutions structure a self-study process around special emphases; their
Self-Study Reports emphasize those topics but include evidence that the Criteria are met.

Self-study should not stop with description; it must go on to interpret the meaning of the things described.
Both the self-study process and the Self-Study Report should stress analysis and evaluation. Information
is, of course, essential both to stimulate serious introspection and to provide an accurate plcture of the
institution to the NCA Evaluation Team. It is critical, however, that the presentation of information be
accompanied by the institution’s interpretation of its significance.

An example:

A particular set of facts (e.g., the number/types of library holdings) is not particularly useful unless the
team also knows:

p theinstitution’s evaluation of these facts (e.g., whether and on what basis the institution believes
its collection is exemplary, average, or inadequate);

» the reasons for and evidence behind this belief (e.g., evidence that students’ use of the collection
is or is not appropriate for their level and type of studies); and

D the actions theinstitution plans to take as aresult of its analysis (e.g., encourage greater library use).

Many Self-Study Report writers find it difficult to determine how much descriptive content to provide.
People at every institution believe theirs is unique, and that outsiders will not be able to understand or
appreciate it without a full context. Often they write pages of descriptive “background,” but neglect self-
appraisal or their analysis regarding self-improvement. Lengthy, descriptive reports may weaken the
team’s ability to do its job of evaluating the institution.

Institutions should make every effort to limit description to the minimum a team of informed peers needs
to understand the context of the self-analysis, challenges, and recommendations. A good Self-Study
Report introduces an issue by outlining its background concisely, presents conclusion(s) the institution
drew from its study of the issue, explains upon which evidence that conclusion rests, and discusses the
implications of the evaluation for the institution’s future. It is not sufficient to refer to data. Because the
meaning is not always self-evident, the data need to be interpreted. :

One way to provide both description and evaluation is to structure the Self-Study Report so that it
promotes analysis. The conclusion of the Self-Study Report (and of each chapter, if possible) consists, in
part, of specific recommendations: for action, for change, for further study, or for collecting additional
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information. An institution also should include problems identified by the self-study process but
addressed before the arrival of the Evaluation Team.

Identifying specific recommendations gives focus to the work of each committee during the self-study
process. It forces everyone to discriminate between minor problems and major concerns. Ultimately, the
Self-Study Report should identify institutional priorities among all of these recommendations.

Inviting self-study committees to identify challenges and suggest remedies should be built into the
institution’s decision-making structure. As part of the formal self-study process the Steering Committee

~ or some other new or existing group needs to be charged by the Executive Officer, after the Evaluation
Team leaves, to track the recommendations the self-study has produced; the recommendations need to
be assigned formally to those individuals and groups in the institution whose job it is to deal with the areas

* concerned. This is not to suggest that any institution will necessarily adopt all recommendations its self-
study process produces, merely that there must be a mechanism to guarantee that serious administrative
and faculty consideration of each recommendation takes place. Explaining why a particular recommen-
dation is unworkable will often satisfy those who devised it almost as much as adopting it would have.
Atthe least, those who devised the recommendations will know their concern received attention. Without
some provision to ensure that this follow-through occurs, Self-Study Steering Committee members are
less likely to take their work seriously or will take their work seriously and become frustrated and angry
when they see their suggestions shelved and ignored.

®  The summary. The summary section of the Self-Study Report requests the status sought, justifying any

changes in the institution's Statement of Affiliation Status or in its relationship with the Commission that

require prior approval (see Chapter 12). The institution’s rationale for each request should be a summary

argument, supported by specific references to the discussion that appears in the body of the Self-Study

Report. The summary need not repeat what has already been presented or discussed elsewhere, but needs

" to pull together the institution’s contention that it merits accreditation under the conditions it thinks
appropriate.

If the report is organized around the five Criteria, with a chapter (or more) for each, there may be a summary
at the end of each chapter (or group of chapters) arguing that the institution meets that particular criterion.
However, if the report is organized in some other way (e.g., around institutional units or function or around
issues) it is essential that this final section presents a summary of evidence that the institution fulfills each of
the five Criteria.

0 The General Institutional Requirements in the Self-Study Report

In addition to the Criteria, the Self-Study Report must provide explicit assurance to the Commission that the
institution meets the General Institutional Requirements (GIRs). Since the GIRs are “threshold” requirements
for both candidacy and accreditation and the Criteria establish a higher level of expectation, it may be
convenient to refer to the discussion of the appropriate Criterion when treating a particular GIR.

It is important that the discussion of each Requirement include reference to substantiating documen-
tation, whether that is provided within the Self-Study Report, the catalog and handbooks, or in the
Evaluation Team’s Resource Room on the campus.

Institutions seeking candidacy or initial accreditation should devote one full chapter of the Self-Study Report
to the GIRs, placing it after the introductory section of the report. In evaluations for continued accreditation,
this discussion of GIRs may be placed in an appendix or as a chapter in the body of the report.

NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97
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OTHER MATERIALS REQUIRED FOR THE EVALUATION
O Materials Sent to the Evaluation Team and the Commission Staff Liaison

An institution should send every member of the Evaluation Team the following items six to eight weeks prior
to the date the evaluation visit begins. One set should also be sent to the Commission staff liaison.

¢ Self-Study Report

¢ Basic Institutional Data Forms. Each institution is required to complete a set of Basic
Institutional Data Forms. These forms, which are sent to the institution by the Commission, ask
for certain kinds of quantitative information to assist the Evaluation Team in its qualitative
evaluation. The forms may be bound into the Self-Study Report as an appendix or may be
submitted with the report as a separate document. Information should not differ significantly
from that reported in the Self-Study Report. Where differences occur, a note of explanation on
the form is needed.

¢ Audited Financial Statements for the two most recently-completed fiscal years
¢ current copies of all institutional catalogs or course bulletins
¢ copies of the faculty, staff, and student handbooks

Other helpful documents to include in the mailing are a list of the materials that will be available in the team
resource room on campus and a campus map.

The institution is advised not to overload the team members with materials in this mailing. The team members
need to focus on the Self-Study Report and primary supporting materials. In addition, excessive paper is
difficult to transport. Supplementary materials are best placed in the team resource room on campus.

[ Materials Available to the Evaluation Team on Campus

These materials should be readily available to the Evaluation Team during the visit (most, if not all, in a Resource
Room provided for the team).

¢ minutes of major institutional committees, including Self-Study Committee

¢ reports referenced in the Self-Study Report or used by working committees

¢ policies and procedures related to curriculum adoption, review, and evaluation

<& policies on learning resources, including libraries, and formal agreements for the shared use of
learning resources

<&

policies on interaction with other academic institutions and programs
¢ policies for allocation and use of computer resources

¢ budgets and expenditure reports for units, programs, and the institution as a whole, and the
institutional audits, at least for the prior five years

<& physical facilities master plan

¢ maintenance plans
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catalogs, bulletins, viewbooks, and other institutional promotional literature
academic admission, good standing, and completion policies

policies related to the employment, orientation, supervision, and evaluation of full-time faculty,
part-time faculty, and teaching assistants

faculty, student, and staff handbooks
bylaws of faculty and staff assemblies or other representative bodies
governance documents: charter, bylaws, policies, membership, minutes, reports

a complete roster of faculty members (full- and part-time) and their teaching assignments during
the current academic term

formal agreements for all consortia or contractual relationships

student service policies (residence, governance, health, financial aid, student records) and the
refund policy

board rosters, charters, and bylaws, including those of separately incorporated entities (e.g.,
research, development, foundation, alumni associations, or athletic corporations)

reports from other agencies or accrediting bodies
documents concerning Title lll compliance and recertification (see Chapter 14)

third party comment notices (see p. 83)

THE SPECIAL EMPHASES SELF-STUDY OPTION

O Purpose of the Special Emphases Option

A "special emphases” self-study is an option for accredited, established, well-functioning institutions that are
willing to commit serious attention to a select group of critical issues in order to contribute to institutional
improvement and educational excellence. Regular comprehensive evaluations have many benefits, yet a
special emphases self-study should be made only after careful consideration. A comprehensive evaluation is
an excellent opportunity for an institution to submit for examination major issues without singling out specific
programs, departments, or issues. A comprehensive evaluation often invites wider involvement from
institutional constituencies. However, the accreditation process is revitalized for some institutions when they
seize this opportunity to build their self-study processes around a small number of carefully selected critical
areas in which they want to improve or excel.

O Determining Whether an Institution Should Do a Special Emphases Self-Study

To exercise the special emphases option, an institution

o

will have been accredited for several years, including at least one decennial cycle between
comprehensive evaluations;
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to provide the appropriate data to support the institution’s claim that it meets the Criteria for

¢ demonstratesthatit has adequately developed programs of evaluation and institutional research ‘
Accreditation;

¢ submits documentation that confirms that there is a strong consensus among various institu-
tional constituencies that the areas of emphasis are appropriate, timely, and are among the most
critical issues confronting the institution;

¢ provides a Self-Study Plan that shows that the work on the areas of emphasis will engage a
significant portion of the institution’s constituencies; and

¢ testifies to the institution’s commitment to respond speedily and positively to the recommenda-
tions that result from studying the areas of emphasis and its willingness to be judged in part on
its utilization of the results of its special emphases self-study.

O Staff Approval of the Special Emphases Self-Study

5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement

A Steering Committee contemplating a self-study process built around a limited number of special emphases
should contact its Commission staff liaison early in the planning process. The institution must submit a Self-
Study Plan explaining the selected areas of emphasis, how it will study these in depth, and how it will
demonstrate it continues to meet the GIRs and Criteria. The Commission staff must review and agree with the
appropriateness of the special emphases option for the institution. The staff then develops a letter or
memorandum that outlines the Commission’s acceptance of the special emphases. Those documents
accompany Evaluation Team invitations and all Commission materials used throughout the evaluation
process.

(O Selecting the Areas of Emphasis

The special emphases self-study process may be an opportunity to reconsider and revise the institution’s
mission; to study enrollment trends; to initiate a more complex system of assessing student outcomes; to
assess the impact of a new governance system; to work on a long-range plan; to evaluate and revise such a
plan. Some additional possibilities might include assessment, community service, cultural diversity, general
education, graduate education, undergraduate education, information technology, research, strategic plan-
ning, and student development. A special emphases self-study should lead to concrete change in the areas
covered. By the very nature of this self-study process, proposals emerging from the self-study will need to have
the full attention of the administration.

OO0 The Special Emphases Self-Study Report

Like comprehensive Self-Study Reports, the special emphases Self-Study Report includes a table of contents,
anintroduction, a body, and a summary. In addition to what is normally included in regular Self-Study Reports,
the Introduction provides the reasons for which the institution undertook a special emphases self-study. The
first section of the body of the report provides solid evidence that the GIRs and Criteria are met. Much of this
evidence can be provided by interpreting readily available institutional data. Following this, each special
emphasis should then be treated, in appropriate depth, in its own section of the body of the report. Finally, the
summary should present the institution’s argument that it deserves continued accreditation because it
satisfies the Criteria and GIRs and because it used the special emphases self-study as an effective means to
further institutional improvement.
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‘ 0 Special Emphases Evaluation Teams

When it visits the institution, the Evaluation Team will expect that major institutional groups (beginning with
the CEO) recognize the importance of the areas of emphasis and have a stake in the outcomes achieved by
the self-study. It will expect that the vast majority of those the Evaluation Team interviews had been involved
directly in the examination of the areas of emphasis or have a clear sense that they had the opportunity to offer
input into the examination process. In addition, the team should anticipate that most critical issues facing the
institution will be included in the areas of emphasis—that there will be no unexpected major problems that the
self-study failed to confront. Since the institution has committed itself to action by undertaking a special
emphases self-study, the team may recommend more monitoring (especially in the form of progress reports)
than would be the case in a regular comprehensive evaluation.

Commission staff nominates the members of the Evaluation Team according to the special emphases
identified in the written proposal. An Evaluation Team for a special emphases visit may be slightly larger than
a team for a regular comprehensive evaluation visit.
O A Note about Other Options for the Evaluation Process
In August 1997, the Commission approved experimentation with the evaluation processes for comprehensive
-visits.Convinced that through experimentation it can learn important lessons about how to make accreditation
processes responsive to institutional needs, the Commission encouraged the staff to respond positively and
creatively to proposals that come from our member institutions.
" The Commission agreed that the following understandings will inform this experimentation:
‘ ¢ Experiment only with strong institutions in low-risk situations.
¢ AMemorandum of Understanding, signed by the institutional CEO, the Commission staff liaison,
and the Executive Director, will outline all of the unique aspects of an experiment. It will be an

integral part of all of the processes, sent to teams, to ARC members, and to the Commission.

O Special training/orientation will be provided to the teams involved in these experiments to ensure
that they can fulfill the expectations placed on them.

¢ A formal evaluation of the process will be integral to each experiment.

¢ The experiment will do the institutions no harm; the Commission will ensure that Consultant-
Evaluators are held harmless.

O The fee structure should cover actual team costs and an administrative fee.

An institution interested in developing and conducting an experimental process should collaborate with its
staff liaison early in its preparations.

SEEKING THIRD PARTY COMMENT

0 History and Purpose of the Commission Policy

' The Commission has had a longstanding commitment to making the accreditation process more visible to the
. publicand to broadening public participation in that process. In 1992 Congress amended the Higher Education
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Act and authorized the Secretary of Education to promulgate new regulations for accrediting agencies. These
new regulations require agencies recognized by the Secretary to publish the year when institutions will next
be evaluated and to provide an “opportunity for third party comment, either in writing or at a public hearing,
at the agency’s discretion, concerning the institution’s...qualifications for accreditation or preaccreditation.”
34 C.F.R.§602.27(d) (1996).

In response to the new Federal regulation the Commission began to study various ways to bring public
comment into the comprehensive visit process. The Commission’s goal was to design a process that would
in fact reach the various public constituencies important to institutions and provide a meaningful role forthose
comments within the accrediting process. In August of 1996 the Commission adopted the following policy on
“Public Notification of Comprehensive Evaluation Visit™:

The Commission seeks comments from third parties about institutions being evaluated for accreditation
orcandidacy. Institutions scheduled for comprehensive evaluations publicize the forthcoming evaluation
in accordance with established Commission procedures regarding content, dissemination, and timing.
The Commission publishes the names of institutions scheduled for evaluation through appropriate
Commission vehicles.

The new policy requires a public comments process for those institutions undergoing a comprehensive
evaluation only. The policy gives responsibility to both the institution and the Commission in getting
importantinformation about the evaluation visit to various publics and soliciting comments from those publics
in response to that information. It does not require a public hearing.

The Institution’s Role in Publicizing a Forthcoming Evaluation

= lIdentifying the public. The Commission asks every institution before beginning the third party comment
process to identify its public constituencies. In determining its public constituencies, an institution will
typically want to consider its relationship with groups such as:

¢ students—prospective, current, and former students/alumni;
¢ financial supporters—taxpayers, parents, geheral donors, churches, denominations;

¢ the local community—local government, civic groups, religious community, neighbors, area
businesses, elementary/secondary schools, other postsecondary institutions;

¢ the state or national community—state government, sponsoring corporations;
¢ others—contractual partners, employers of graduates, parties to articulation agreements, etc.

No doubt every institution will identify different groups as its constituencies. However, every institution
should be able to demonstrate to an evaluation team that it has given careful thought to identifying the
constituencies to be informed about the opportunity to participate in third party comment.

®  Disseminating information. Once the institution has identified its constituencies it will choose a
method(s) of disseminating information about the visit to them. In many cases, a local newspaper will be
the most appropriate vehicle for reaching a broad segment of the institution’s publics. A note in the alumni
magazine may reach a variety of constituencies, including alumni, donors, area employers, civic groups,
parents, etc., who may not necessarily read the local newspaper. The campus newspaper may be the best
vehicle for reaching local businesses near campus and current students, but clearly will not reach all of
the institution’s publics. An institution may also want to consider the suitability of its Web site for reaching
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some of its constituencies. An institution will probably need to utilize more than one publication vehicle
in order to ensure that it reaches multiple constituencies. Institutions should consult Commission staff if
they have any questions about the appropriateness of their choices for soliciting third party comment.

An effective public notice campaign need not be costly or elaborate. In certain cases, publications may,
as a community service, print a press release about the visit at little or no charge to the institution. Where
the institution must pay for space in publications to ensure that notice will appear at the appropriate time,
the Commission encourages institutions to consider cost-effective and creative placement of notification
within publications. It is not necessary that institutions take out large, expensive ads in the front section
of newspapers. Institutions should attempt to make the notice as visible as possible to the public. But
institutions are free to explore the availability of a larger ad in more moderately priced space in the
publication, or even in the classified section, or of advertising on certain days when rates might be lower.
The institution may also want to consider placing notice of the visit in tandem with its regular advertising
in the Sunday supplement or other location.

The Cornmission does not prescribe the choice of publications nor the size or placement of notice, nor
does it require that the institution ensure that it has reached every constituency with information about
the visit. The institution should be able to demonstrate to the evaluation team that it has given careful
thought to appropriate vehicles for reaching its constituencies and has selected one or more vehicles that
are likely to reach a broad cross-section of the institution’s publics.

Coniént of the notice. The ndtice is to include these elements:
¢ the purpose(s) of the forthcoming visit;
¢ the dates of the visit;
¢ the institution’s current accreditation status with the Commission;
¢ an invitation to the public to send comments directly to the Commission that includes the
Commission’s address and the date by which comments must be received (no later than one

month before the visit and notification that all comments must be in writing and signed).

See Chapter Reference for sample press release and ad formats.

Timing of the notice. The notice(s) should appear at least three-four months before the comprehensive
visit. The institution also sends a photocopy of the printed notice(s) to the Commission office. The
institution should keep copies of the notice(s), and the publications in which they appeared, in their files
and place these materials in the team resource room during the visit.

0 The Commission’s Role in Publicizing Forthcoming Evaluations

Distribution of notification. The Commission will publish the names of those institutions scheduled for
a comprehensive evaluation in its Briefing newsletter. Although the Briefing will typically be the primary
vehicle for information to its public, the Commission may also use other means as well. The Commission
may disseminate the list of institutions with letters or announcements sent to specific groups, such as state
agencies. The Commission also posts visit information on its Web site. See Chapter Reference A for a
sample of the Commission notification.

The role of the Commission office. The Commission office receives all third party comments.
Comments that are not in writing will not be considered. Unsigned or anonymous comments will not be
considered. The Commission office will forward the written, signed comments it receives to the institution.
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84 Chapter 5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement

However, the Commission will not forward comments that may be defamatory, in restraint of trade, or
addressed to matters not relevant to the accreditation or preaccreditation status of the institution. In
addition, if the Commission receives third party comments concerning unresolved matters pending in
other forums, such as federal or state court or administrative agencies, it will forward those comments to
the team only if they address matters relevant to the accreditation or preaccreditation status of the
institution. The parties should understand, however, that neither the Commission nor the team will resolve
or comment upon any factual or legal issues pending in that case specifically.

| Individuals who allege an injury from an action of an institution or who have a personal dispute with an
institution should request the separate Policy on Complaints document from the Commission office. They
should utilize the process described therein for sending material about the injury or dispute to the
Commission. If the Commission receives such material as public comment, it will process the material as
a complaint.

The Commission typically forwards the written, signed comments to the team without explanation.
However, in some special circumstances, staff may provide explanatory comments to assist the team.

0 The Evaluation Team’s Role in the Third Party Comment Process

5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement

Approximately two weeks before the visit the team will receive from the Commission office copies of the
written, signed comments that meet the screening criteria noted in the previous section. The Chief Executive
Officer of the institution will receive copies of all comments sent to the team. ‘

Typically the team will want to take some time during the course of the visit to discuss the third party comment
process with the institution and review the copies of the notice(s). The team will first determine whether the
institution has made a good faith effort to identify its constituencies and select appropriate places for notice
addressing those constituencies about third party comment. Next the team will want to review the comments
with the institution and determine what consideration it plans to give to those comments as it works in the
future with its various constituencies. Finally, the team will want to determine whether any of the issues raised
i in the comments are relevant to the institution’s ability to meet the General Institutional Requirements or
‘ Criteria for Accreditation or suggestive of a need for further monitoring by the Commission. Typically the
comments will form only a basis for further inquiry of appropriate issues by the team. Any decisions made by
the team should rest on evidence gained from the visit itself.

Within the Team Report the team will provide an analysis of the appropriateness and effectiveness of the
institution’s methods in reaching its publics. Teams need only provide a few sentences within the team report
commenting on this process. In most cases this information is all the team need provide in the report
concerning third party comment. If the institution has indicated a willingness to consider the comments as it
works with its constituencies in the future, and the visit raised no other issues of concern relative to those
comments, the team’s inquiry should be satisfied.

If the team identified serious areas of concern in the third party comment relevant to the institution’s ability
to meet the General Institutional Requirements and the Criteria for Accreditation or that suggested a need for
further monitoring, the team will want to address those comments and its follow-up inquiry in more detail. The
team should be able to identify the evidence in the Self-Study or from the visit process that confirmed these
areas as indeed suggestive of concern. No team should rest a requirement for monitoring or a decision on
status solely on third party comment.

The team’s conclusions about third party comment will be part of the Team Report, which is part of the
institution’s permanent file and is sent to the next evaluation team. The third party comments themselves will
not become a part of the permanent file of the official relationship of the institution with the Commission. They
I will be stored and microfilmed with the self-study and other important documents that are used in the
‘ evaluation process.
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Chapter 5. Institutional Evaluation for Improvement 85

The institution may, if it wishes, respond to the third party comment process at the time it responds to the Team
Report. The institution’s response to the Team Report also becomes a part of the permanent file and is sent
to the next evaluation team.
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Chapter Reference

Third Party Comment:
Sample Documents

Institutional Checklist

Preparing for Third Party Comment

Identify public constituencies.
Select appropriate vehicle(s) for placement of notice.
Put together public disclosure notice(s).

Publish notice(s) (at least three-four months before the visit).

(0 I R I R

Forward copies of the notice(s) to the Commission Research Associate,
who is coordinating the third party comment process, as soon as the
notices are published (no later than two months before the visit).

[ Place copies of the publications in which notice appeared in the team
resource room.

[ Review written comments forwarded to the institution and the team
(typically two weeks before the visit).

[ Be prepared to discuss the third party comment process with the
evaluation team.

Institutional Public Notices

Sample public notices of a forthcoming visit are shown on the following page. The institution is not required to use
these examples, but may choose to write its own announcement as long as it includes

¢
¢

the purpose(s) of the forthcoming visit;
the dates of the visit;

the institution’s current accreditation status with the Commission on Institutions of Higher
Education;

an invitation to the public to send comments directly to the Commission. The invitation should
include the Commission’s address and the date by which comments must be received (no later
than one month before the visit and notification that all comments must be in writing and signed).

NCA-CIHE
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SAMPLE
INSTITUTIONAL PRESS RELEASE

John Dewey College will undergo a comprehensive
evaluation visit May 3-5, 1996, by a team represent-
ing the Commission on Institutions of Higher Educa-
tion of the North Central Association of Colleges and
Schools. John Dewey College has been accredited by
the Commission since 1967. Its accreditation is at the
Master's degree level and includes degree sites at
various other locations within the state.

The Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
is one of six accrediting agencies in the United States
that provide institutional accreditation on a regional
basis. Institutional accreditation evaluates an entire
institution and accredits it as awhole. Other agencies
provide accreditation for specific programs. Accredi-
tation is voluntary. The Commission accredits ap-
proximately 950 institutions of higher education in a
nineteen-state region. The Commission is recog-
nized by the U.S. Department of Education.

For the past year and half, John Dewey College has
been engaged in a process of self-study, addressing
the Commission’s requirements and criteria for ac-
creditation. The evaluation team will visit the institu-
tion to gather evidence that the self-study is thor-
ough and accurate. The team will recommend to the
Commission a continuing status for the college;
following a review process, the Commission itself will
take the final action.

The public is invited to submit comments regarding
the college:

Public Comment on (insert name of college)
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2400

Chicago, IL 60602

Comments must address substantive matters related
to the quality of the institution or its academic pro-
grams. Written, signed comments must be received
by April 3, 1996. The Commission cannot guarantee
that comments received after the due date will be
considered. Comments should include the name,
address, and telephone number of the person pro-
viding the comments. Comments will not be treated
as confidential.

Note: Individuals with a specific dispute or grievance
with an institution should request the separate Policy
on Complaints document from the Commission of-
fice. The Commission on Institutions of Higher Edu-
cation cannot settle disputes between institutions
and individuals. Complaints will not be considered
third party comment.

SAMPLE
INSTITUTIONAL ADVERTISEMENT

John Dewey College is seeking comments from the
public about the College in preparation for its peri-
odic evaluation by its regional accrediting agency.
The College will undergo a comprehensive evalua-
tion visit May 3-5, 1996, by a team representing the
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of
the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools.
John Dewey College has been accredited by the
Commission since 1967. The team will review the
institution’s ongoing ability to meet the Commission’s
Criteria for Accreditation and General Institutional
Requirements.

The public is invited to submit comments regarding
the college:

Public Comment on (insert name of college)
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2400

Chicago, IL 60602

Comments must address substantive matters related
to the quality of the institution or its academic pro-
grams. Comments must be in writing and signed,
comments cannot be treated as confidential.

All comments must be received by April 3, 1996
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Sample Commission Notification

COMMISSION INVITES
THIRD-PARTY COMMENT

The Federal regulations implementing the 1992 Higher
Education Act Amendments require that accrediting agen-
cies allow for public comment on the qualifications of those
institutions under consideration for preaccreditation or ac-
creditation. The Commission invites interested parties to
submit written, signed comments on those institutions listed
below that are scheduled for team visits in 1997-98.

Comments should be sent to:

Public Comment on (insert name of college)
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2400

Chicago, IL 60602

Comments on these institutions are due in the Commission
office no later than one month before the date the visit
is scheduled to begin. The Commission cannot guarantee
that comments received after the due date will be consid-
ered. Comments should include the name and address of
the person(s) providing the comments.

Note: Individuals with a specificdispute or grievance with an
institution should request the separate “Policy on Com-
plaints” document from the Commission office. The Com-
mission on Institutions of Higher Education cannot settle
disputes between institutions and individuals, whetherthose
are faculty, students, or others. Complaints will not be
considered third party comment.

This list is accurate as of the date of this mailing. Check the
Commission Web site www.ncacihe.org for updates to the
schedule of visits.

Evaluations for (TYPE OF EVALUATION) ............ visit begins
(state)
(name of institution) date of visit

O
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. | - Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation

and Self-Regulation

PEER REVIEW IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS

The effectiveness of peer review as a viable process for self-regulation in higher education depends heavily on the
qualities of those who participate in it. At every step in the accreditation process educators from throughout the
North Central region contribute their time and expertise to render the judgments and establish the policies that embody
the Commission’s primary purposes: institutional improvement and public certification of institutional quality.

The members of what the Commission calls its Consultant-Evaluator Corps serve in many roles. Consultant-
Evaluators (C-Es) make each level of the Commission’s evaluation process an exercise in peer review.

¢ As members of comprehensive or focused Evaluation Teams or of Evaluators’ Panels, they
examine institutional effectiveness, provide advice and counsel for institutional improvement, and
recommend accrediting actions to the Commission;

© As members of the Accreditation Review Council, they participate in the review processes of the
Commission, serving as members of Review. Committees and as readers in the Readers’ Process,
steps in the evaluation process that follow the team visit;

¢ As Commissioners serving on the 15-person Commission, they have responsibility for decisions
about the affiliation of institutions, for the formulation of Commission policies, and for the oversight

. of Commission operations.

THE CONSULTANT-EVALUATOR CORPS

Drawn from large institutions and small, from long-established ones and new; from private and public, church-
related and secular institutions; from vocational-technical institutes, community and junior colleges, four-year
colleges, professional schools and universities; from towns of 500 and cities of several million, C-Es are as diverse
as the Commission’s member institutions. Such diversity makes genuine peer review a reality rather than a cliché.
Yet for all their differences, the members of the Consultant-Evaluator Corps are similar in their willingness to give
generously of their time and expertise, in their dedication to educational excellence, and in their commitment to
the principles underlying voluntary accreditation.

Each year, the Commission strives, in inviting new educators to join the Corps, to reach its goals for a diverse and
representative peer group that can effectively serve its purposes.

0 The Role and Responsibilities of Consultant-Evaluators

The educators who make up the teams that visit institutions are charged with two primary responsibilities. As
consultants, they offer advice to institutions to help them improve the quality of the education and services
they provide, and as evaluators they evaluate and confirm the quality of an educational institution. The name
Consultant-Evaluator is given to these educators to make sure both institutions and Evaluation Teams alike
remain aware of this dual function.

. Because the Commission bases its final evaluation decisions concerning higher education institutions on
qualitative criteria rather than on inflexible or absolute quantitative standards, its Consultant-Evaluator Corps
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90 Chapter 6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation

: plays a far more critical role in the accreditation process than would be the case if a more automatic or
“checklist” approach to determining educational quality were used. The selection, training, and evaluation of
C-Es are crucial to the effectiveness and integrity of the accreditation process, as is the formation of particular
Evaluation Teams from the members of the Corps.

O C-Es as Generalists rather than Specialists

Institutional accreditation by the Commission testifies to an institution’s overall health and the general quality
of its resources, processes, services, and programs, but not necessa rily to the merit of each specific individual
program and component within the institution. Therefore, the Commission selects and prepares its C-Es to
undertake institutional evaluation as generalists rather than as administrative or programmatic specialists.
When the need for subject-area or function-area specialists arises (e.g., to examine an institution’s request
to begin programs in health sciences or to evaluate an institution’s computer resources and plans), the
Commission places a person with that expertise on a team: but C-Es are always cautioned not to confuse
institutional and programmatic accreditation. Because of its expectation that C-Es serve as generalists, the
Commission does not attempt in appointing a team to visit an institution to assure that every subject-area
specialty can be evaluated in depth.

[0 Expectations of Evaluation Teams

If peer review is to maintain its credibility as an effective tool in self-regulation and self-improvement, then its
teams—and all members on them—must be marked by the following qualities:

®  Professionalism. Effective peer review requires that teams and individual C-Es fulfill their tasks in a
professional manner.

6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation

¢ Preparing. Commission visits are short (two or three days, typically), and Evaluation Teams are
relatively small. Therefore, it is important for each team member to be a good reader, absorbing
as much information as possible before the team visit. C-Es must study Commission documents,
read critically the institution’s materials before the visit begins, and identify questions and issues
| for investigation before they arrive on campus. The ability of a team to conduct an effective and
efficient evaluation rests heavily on the individual preparation of each member.

¢ Making decisions. Teams are asked to exercise their best judgmentin assessing an institution,
using the Commission’s General Institutional Requirements and Criteria for Accreditation.
Participation in an evaluation visit to an institution may require a C-E to make difficult decisions,
whether positive or negative. The ability to discharge these responsibilities diligently and
confidently, even in the face of conflicting personal feelings or preferences, characterizes the
truly effective team and C-E.

¢ Protecting confidentiality. C-Es are expected to hold in confidence all information obtained
! from the evaluation visit, from discussions with other team members or with Commission staff,
and from Commission file materials (previous team reports, correspondence, complaints, etc.).
Because the team’s written report of the visit is the document that represents the team’s
consensus judgment, individual C-Es should refrain from discussing the visit with anyone outside
the Evaluation Team. If C-Es receive comments or questions from or about the institution they
have visited, they should refer them to the Commission staff liaison or the Executive Director.
Under no circumstances should they discuss the details of the team’s deliberations ortrytospeak
for the team.

¢ Valuing collegiality. Serving on a team requires an individual to strike a balance between
individual views and judgments and those held by colleagues. Just as team members share the
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<

ERIC 160




Chapter 6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation

91

burdens of the evaluation visit, they are expected to strive for consensus in reaching decisions
about an institution’s accreditability and the reasons for it.

m  Competence. Effective teams, and effective C-Es, need particular competencies.

¢

m  Objectivity. One of the greatest challenges for teams and C-Es is to approach their task with objectivity.

¢

Teams and C-Es are evaluated regularly. Members of the team, the Team Chair, institutional representatives,
and Commission staff members contribute to these evaluations. Areas of evaluation by team members include
preparation, participation, professionalism, and judgment. Team Chairs comment on the quality and timeliness
of the written materials submitted by team members. The evaluation process offers the Commission
reasonable assurance that its C-Es fulfill the Commission’s expectations, and it assists the Commission staff
in developing appropriate training and retraining programs as well as printed materials for new and
experienced C-Es. Moreover, following Commission policy ILA.5, the Commission can terminate the service
of a C-E who fails to fulfill expectations and requirements (for example, by engaging in discriminatory or
harassing activities, failing to prepare, failing to meet established schedules, falllng to maintain confidentiality,

Interviewing and listening. During the evaluation visit the team will interact with a wide variety
of people in many different settings. The team is there to learn about the institution in an effort
to be fair in its evaluation of it. Therefore, it is critical not only that its members conduct
penetrating, yet collegial, interviews, but also that they are capable of hearing clearly the
responses provided. Because the diversity of institutions evaluated by the Commission places C-
Es in contact with others who may have significantly different cultural traditions and professional
viewpoints, courtesy and empathy for others’ feelings are hallmarks of the effective interviewer.

Wiriting effectively. Although the ability to communicate orally is of critical importance for C-Es,
the written team report is ultimately the vehicle by which a team informs the Commission of its

evaluation and recommendations. Given this central role of the written word, fluency in writing

is an indispensable skill for all C-Es who must explain and document their conclusions and
evaluations. In the end, itis the Team Chair’s responsibility to collect and edit the team members’
contributions into a single, coherent report; but thatis possible only when the individual members
perform the assignments.given them and follow agreed-upon guidelines for their written

- contributions to the.report. . .

Fairess. Most of what the Commission prescribes in evaluating an institution requires teams
to exercise judgment. C-Es must look for and document an overall pattern of evidence that
satisfies the Commission’s Criteria while balancing an institution’s strengths and weaknesses in
reaching a judgment. Thoughtful evaluators are not satisfied by single opinions without
validation; they seek and expect a pattern of evidence on which to base their conclusions. This
expectation places an important responsibility on C-Es to be fair, to see all things in perspective,
and neither overlook nor be overpowered by an institution’s individual virtues and faulits.

Appreciation of good practice. Service on an Evaluation Team requires an understanding of
the traditions and values of American higher education and the ability to identify what is
appropriate for a particular institution, in terms of the institution’s mission and purposes; how
well the institution has progressed since its last evaluation; and what is generally recognized as
good practice at similar or “peer” institutions.

Ability to balance the roles of consultant and evaluator. To avoid confusing the institution
or the Commission, C-Es need to balance and keep distinct their roles as evaluators and
consultants. If, for any reason, conflict arises between the two roles, C-Es must view their function
as evaluators and recommenders of Commission action as primary.

or failing to attend required Commission-sponsored training).

1
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6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation

Experience and Training of the Consultant-Evaluator Corps

During the late 1950’s, the Commission developed and eventually adopted in policy the notion of selecting its
accreditation teams from a trained and experienced corps of evaluators..In adopting this strategy, the
Commission reasoned that it could enhance the reliability of its team evaluations by restricting the size of
the corps from which team members were drawn. After making several visits over a relatively short period
of time, C-Es bring to the evaluation process the wisdom and sensitivity accrued through those visits. Because
the Commission employs teams that, collectively, embody much training and experience in conducting its
evaluations, NCA Evaluation Teams tend to be relatively small. Also, because of the Commission’s
commitment to peer review and the experience level of teams, it is unnecessary for Commission staff to
accompany teams on visits. This experience level also ensures that new C-Es receive additional mentoring
on site.

To ensure currency and vitality in the corps, the Commission tries to invite every C-E to participate in one or
two visits during each academicyear. Consequently, the Commission remains committed to limiting the overall
size of its Corps.

NCA continues to improve the effectiveness of the Corps through enhanced training programs, especially
those provided yearly for -new and experienced C-Es in conjunction with the Annual Meeting; through
continuing efforts to identify and recruit appropriate members; and through ongoing evaluation of the Corps.
All C-Es must attend a Professional Development Program within two years of initial appointment. Throughout
their service, they are encouraged to participate regularly in professional development opportunities.

Terms of Service for Consultant-Evaluators

C-Es are initially appointed to the Corps for a trial period, during which they may be invited to participate in
up to two evaluation visits each year. After completing the second visit (or at the end of three years, whichever
comes first) the appointment will be reviewed. If invited to continue on the Corps, a C-E begins a five-year
regular appointment.

Service on the Corps may be renewed or terminated for these reasons:

& At the completion of a regular five-year term of service, the Commission reviews a C-E's
performance. Depending on its needs, the Commission may invite C-Es to apply for reappoint-
ment for additional five-year terms.

¢ When a C-E moves from one Commission-accredited institution to another, his or her place on
the Corps will be reviewed.

& C-Es who resign or retire from full-time employment at their institutions, who move out of the
North Central Association’s 19-state region, or who accept a position at an unaccredited
institution within the region are no longer eligible for service in the Consultant-Evaluator Corps.

& C-Es who cease to be employed full-time at Commission-accredited institutions, or whose
employers place them upon leave status (sabbatical, medical, etc.), are asked to notify the
Executive Director immediately. In some cases, the C-E may be placed on inactive status within
the Consultant-Evaluator Corps for up to a one-year period.

¢ A C-Ewho is employed at an institution that is placed on Probation by the Commission will be
placed on inactive status until the institution is removed from probation.

¢ C-Eswhofail to fulfill the Professional Development requirement will be removed from the Corps.
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O The Team Chair Corps

Within the Consultant-Evaluator Corps the Commission has identified a Team Chair Corps. From this Corps
the staff typically selects those who-chair Evaluation Teams.

¢® C-Es may be recommended for the Team Chair Corps by Chairs with whom they have served.

¢ C-Esmayindicate their interestin Team Chair service when they register for the C-E Professional
Development Program at the Annual Meeting.

O C-Eswho, at the request of staff, serve as Team Chairs are invited to join the Team Chair Corps.

Appointment to the Team Chair Corps automatically initiates a new five-year term as a C-E. C-Es who are
invited to join the Team Chair Corps usually participate in an orientation program at the Annual Meeting prior
to service; in some cases, they may participate in the next session following their service. Thereafter, they
attend at least one Team Chair Professional Development Program in each five-year term. A C-E may resign
from the Team Chair Corps at any time and still remain in the Consultant-Evaluator Corps for the remainder
of the current term of service.

The Commission follows a number of standard practices in arranging evaluation visits.

® Invitations to serve. In late spring, the Commission staff plans most of the team visits for the coming year.
Suggested team members’ names are submitted to the institution being visited in order to discover
possible conflicts of interest and to identify potential problems. Then, in May, June, or July, the Commission
mails invitations to participate to individual C-Es. If C-Es find that previously-scheduled commitments
make participation impossible, the process is repeated until the team is complete, at which time the
institution and each C-E receives an updated Evaluation Visit Summary Sheet (EVSS) and other materials
related to the visit. Generally, teams are complete at least two months before the date the visitis scheduled
to begin.

New evaluation visits are added to the Commission’s schedule throughout the year. These visits may occur
for a variety of reasons, including the need for an.on-site evaluation to review a request for initial status
or for a proposed institutional change. C-E’'s may receive invitations to participate in additional
Commission evaluations at any time during the year.

m  Frequency of visits. C-Es serving on the Corps are normally invited to participate in up to two visits per
year, usually one in the fall and one in the spring. Rarely, when circumstances and Commission needs
require, a C-E may be invited for three visits in one year. Each year, however, because of the unigue nature
of the visits scheduled for that year, some C-Es may receive no invitations.

m  Accepting the invitation. C-Es should remeniber that the commitment for a visit is significant.

O Most comprehensive evaluation visits, although formally three days, require four days, including
travel time. One of those days will fall on a weekend, typically Sunday. Team members arrive in
the late afternoon on the day before the visit formally begins; they participate fully, through the
exit interview that is held the afternoon of the last formal day of the visit. The honorarium paid
to team members is based on the actual number of visit days and does notinclude the time spent
traveling.

¢ Immediately following the visit, nembers of the team will be involved in writing parts of the Team
Report and revising the report before its submission to the institution and to the Commission.
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¢ The Commission understands that C-Es have many pressures and obligations other than
evaluation visits, but expects that a C-E who wishes to remain active in the Corps will make every .
effort to accept an invitation to participate in a visit. It is, however, easier to replace a C-E on a
team at the invitation stage than it is later in the process. Therefore, if a high likelihood exists that
schedule conflicts will cause a C-E to resign later from a team, declining the original invitation
to serve is preferable.

®  Handling emergencies. Time and communication constraints often may make it impossible to find
substitutes for team members less than a month before a scheduled evaluation visit. Nevertheless, if
unavoidable conditions make it necessary for C-Es to withdraw from a visit, they should notify the
Commission staff as early as possible. The withdrawing C-E is responsible for seeing that all Commission
and institution materials are forwarded promptly to any replacement.

O Avoiding Conflict of Interest

Consultant-Evaluators must be able to examine and evaluate institutions objectively. In an effort to guard
against the appearance of conflict of interest in the Commission’s processes, staff build all teams following
specific Commission guidelines that flow from Commission policies. Commission policy prohibits a C-E’s
evaluation of an institution located in the C-E's home state, an institution at which the C-E was or is now an
employee, or an institution from which the C-E graduated. Commission policy normally prohibits the use of
C-Es on visits to institutions they have evaluated in the previous five years (unless the institution explicitly
approves such participation), and tradition generally guards against C-Es being invited to visit institutions for
two successive comprehensive Commission evaluations. In general, the same principles should apply if a C-
E has visited an institution for specialized or programmatic accreditation.

However, since staff cannot know of every possible conflict of interest, C-Es themselves are asked to refuse
invitations or assignments if any conflict of interest might be possible. C-Es should contact the staff liaison who
is coordinating the visit if they have questions about eligibility for service.

6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation

8 Personal/professional relationships. C-Es should disqualify themselves from participation in evalu-
ating institutions where they have or where they are seeking employment, where they have served as a
paid or unpaid consultant, or where any other set of circumstances would inhibit their ability to evaluate
the institution objectively. Similarly, personal relationships (kinship with staff or students, relationships
with key administrators or faculty) may prevent C-Es from evaluating the institution fairly. Prominent and
active educators often have a wide circle of acquaintances in a variety of institutions, so mere
acquaintance with persons at an institution being evaluated does not, in itself, render a C-E ineligible to
visit that institution. What matters is the level of the relationship, whether it is likely to color the C-E’s
judgment or affect the C-E’s willingness to make particular recommendations.

8 Preconceived judgments. Good or bad, the reputations of many institutions precede them. C-Es who
have serious difficulty objectively judging an institution about which they have already formed strong
impressions from second-hand or unsubstantiated evidence should decline the invitation to evaluate
that institution. The Commission accredits a variety of institutions, public and private, non-profit and for-
profit, secular and religious, undergraduate and graduate, general and special purpose. C-Es may be
invited to participate in the evaluation of an institution from a category for or against which they have
developed strong opinions. If this occurs, C-Es should decline the invitation, and should discuss with the
Commission staff the nature and basis for their beliefs so they will not be invited for similar evaluations
in the future.

These guidelines also govern the Commission’s choices of participants in other review processes (e.g.,
Readers’ or Evaluators’ Panels and Review Committees).
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Chapter 6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation 95

O Consultant-Evaluators and Outside Consulting

A Consultant-Evaluator must use good judgment in seeking or accepting consulting assignments with
institutions affiliated with the Commission. Commission policy stipulates that, to avoid the appearance of
possible conflict of interest in the accreditation process, no member of the team that evaluated an institution
should serve as a consultant to that institution for a period of one year following the official Commission
accrediting action. Any C-E who violates this policy will be dropped automatically from the C-E Corps.

From timetotime, Commission staff provide toinstitutions and to other agencies names of C-Eswhose services
might be useful. In doing so, the staff is recognizing the professional competencies of the C-Es, not proposing
that they serve in an official or semi-official capacity for the Commission.

C-Es should never claim to possess special or “inside” information on determinations that the Commission will
make on accreditation or related policies, or to be able to ensure that an institution will meet Commission
expectations. C-Es should not refer to service with the Commission on business cards or letterhead, and should
not identify on resumés or other documents the names of institutions that they have evaluated.

OTHER ROLES OF CONSULTANT-EVALUATORS

O Accreditation Review Council Members

Accreditation Review Council (ARC) members are current Consultant-Evaluators who have been elected to
four-year terms under procedures established by the Commission Rules of Procedure to participate in the
Commission’s review processes. The primary responsibility of this group of approximately 110 ARC members
is service as Readers and Review Committee members.

As Readers, ARC members examine the documents resulting from the evaluation visit to determine whether
further review is necessary before final action is taken by the Commission. As Review Committee members,
they meet with representatives of the team and the institution at periodic meetings in Chicago to discuss the
documents and to forward a recommendation to the Commission for final action. They also serve as Advisory
Panel members, providing advice and assistance to Commission staff on various matters related to the
evaluation process.

Commiissioners

Commissioners make up the decision and policy-making body of the Commission. They are responsible for
decisions on the accreditation of institutions, for the formulation of Commission policies, and for oversight of
Commission operations. The Commission is composed of 15 persons: 12 are actively and officially connected
with member institutions; three are public representatives. The Commission meets four times a year and
conducts business with the help of its three standing committees: The Executive Committee, the Committee
on Institutional Actions, and the Committee on Commission Programs and Activities. A current roster of
Commission members appears in the Appendix.

Commissioners may serve on Evaluation Teams with reasonable frequency. They do not serve as Team Chairs,
or as members of Readers’ Panels, Evaluators’ Panels, or Review Committees. Commissioners do not
participate in Commission discussion and voting related to final actions on institutions located in their
individual states, on institutions that they have visited for the Commission, and on institutions about which they
have identified other potential conflicts of interest.
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96 Chapter 6. Peer Review as a Form of Evaluation and Self-Regulation

OO0 Association Appeals Panel

C-Es also serve on the Association Appeals Panel. The Appeals Panel is composed of 12 persons—six from the
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education and six from the Commission on Schools—elected for six-year
terms ending in different years. If an appeal is made from an accrediting decision of either Commission, a
committee to hear the appeal is drawn from the panel. More members than are necessary to form a committee
are available on the panel to permit choices that avoid conflict of interest. Additional information on the
Association’s Appeals Process is available on the Commission’s Web site [www.ncacihe.org]l.

JOINING THE CONSULTANT-EVALUATOR CORPS

Approximately 100 new evaluators are invited to join the Corps each year when current C-Es’ terms of service expire
orwhen they retire, leave the region, or for other reasons become ineligible to continue. The Commission fills these
vacancies with educators who have the skills and talents needed to meet the special needs for upcoming evaluation
visits. Preference may be given to persons from underrepresented states or unrepresented institutions. In selecting
people for the Corps, the Commission does not discriminate on matters of race, ethnicity, creed, gender, sexual
orientation, or physical disabilities.

Faculty and administrators at accredited institutions who meet the following criteria may be invited to join the
Consultant-Evaluator Corps. '

¢ Theyare official and active full-time employees of higher education institutions currently accredited
by the North Central Association, or they are public members of the Commission, or they are
members of institutional governing boards.

¢ They provide evidence that their training, experience, and accomplishments will contribute
judgment and expertise to the accreditation process.

¢ They meet the projected future needs of the Commission for team members and Evaluators’ Panel
members—possessing, collectively, those characteristics critical in the formation of teams and
panels (i.e., academic discipline, administrative skills, professional competencies, institutional
experience, home state, etc.).

¢ They represent the diversity of people—professional administrators and faculty; men and women;
individuals of varied racial, ethnic, religious, and national backgrounds—engaged in higher
education in all geographical areas within the 19-state North Central region.

¢ They are able and willing to commit to the Commission the time and energy necessary for the
accreditation process to move smoothly.

New C-Es are selected by the Commission staff under the oversight of the Commission’'s Committee on
Commission Programs and Activities. Selections are based on the needs of the C-E Corps for the next several
evaluation cycles and the number of slots available to be filled. Because of the number of applications received,
applicants must be considered in light of the specific goals of the Commission (e.g., desire for diversity on the Corps,
types and subjects of projected evaluation visits, characteristics of institutions scheduled for visits, etc.), and not
all of the applicants can be invited to join the Corps. Appointments for the next evaluation cycle (academic year)
are made in October of the previous evaluation cycle.

Any eligible person who would like to be considered for the Corps can obtain a Professional Data Form
(PDF) on the Commission’s Web site [www.ncacihe.org] or from the Commission office. The PDF serves
as the official application. Institutional presidents are informed of all appointments to the Corps from their
institutions.
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Logistics for Evaluation Visits

INSTITUTIONAL PREPARATIONS FOR THE EVALUATION VISIT

O Initiating the Evaluation Process

Institutions currently affiliated with the Commission are scheduled for evaluation by prior Commission action.
Approximately two years before that scheduled evaluation, the Commission staff liaison sends the Executive
Officer a reminder letter about the forthcoming evaluation visit. In response, the Executive Officer

¢ confirms or requests changes in the institution’s status with the Commission;

¢ names the institution’s Self-Study Coordinator;

© suggests three possible dates for the evaluation visit.

At this time, the institution begins to develop for itself and the Commission a plan for its self-study process
* that briefly describes the $tudy’s design, strategies, timetable, and Self-Study Report outline. -

One year before the evaluation visit, the institution receives another reminder letter. In response, the Executive
Officer confirms the time and purpose of the scheduled visit and indicates the competencies the institution
would like to see represented on the Evaluation Team. Focused evaluatlons called for by prior Commission
actions follow this same procedure.

Choosing the Dates for the Visit

Establishing the evaluation date early in the process enables the institution to develop a solid time line for its
preparations and enables the Commission to coordinate the approximately 200 evaluations that will occur in
most annual evaluation cycles.

¢ The institution is asked to suggest three possible dates for the evaluation visit.

¢ The Commission will give preference to the institution’s first choice and will notify the institution
only if the first choice of dates cannot be honored.

O The second reminder letter is sent approximately one year before the visit; the Commission will
reconfirm the scheduled date. The institution may request a change in the evaluation dates at
this time.

¢ The institution makes a firm commitment to the visit dates when it approves the proposed team.

In choosing the dates for the visit, an institution should be sure
¢ that faculty and administration will be available;

¢ that students will be in classes (not during breaks, holidays, or vacations);

¢ that other scheduled campus activities will not make it difficult for the team to do its work;
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7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

¢ that the date will permit timely action (e.g., if the evaluation includes a request for changes or
if it is for initial candidacy or initial accreditation, the institution should consider the date of final
Commission action, perhaps several months after the team visit, and choose a date that will
permit timely action);

¢ thatthevisit will not conflict with the schedule of professional meetings that might involve people
from the campus or members of the team (e.g., the NCA Annual Meeting, AACJC, AAHE). The
Commission calendar of Review Committees, Commission meetings, and the Annual Meeting is
published in the Briefing newsletter and on the Commission’s Web site.

Experience shows that teams prefer visits that begin on Monday. This allows them to travel on Sunday (some
take advantage of less expensive airplane fares by traveling on Saturday) and return home at the end of the
last day of the visit.

Rescheduling the Evaluation Visit

Sometimes visits are cancelled or postponed at the institution’s initiative and with the Commission’s approval.
On rare occasions rescheduling is necessary close to the time of the visit. When significant events beyond the
control of the institution and the Commission occur, the Commission staff should be notified immediately and
be given the opportunity to decide, in consultation with the institution, whether the visit should proceed as
planned or be rescheduled. If the visit is cancelled or postponed at the institution’s request, the Commission
will refund all fees paid for that evaluation, less any expenses incurred (e.g., penalties for cancelled plane
tickets).

The Selection of the Evaluation Team

During the year preceding the visit, the institution is invited to suggest to the staff liaison the areas of expertise
and kinds of institutions it would like to see represented on the Evaluation Team. The staff liaison considers
these suggestions when composing an appropriate team from among the members of the Consultant-
Evaluator Corps. (In those cases where an institutional evaluation requires a professional background that no
current member of the Corps has, the staff may suggest educators from outside of the Corps or outside of the
region.)

The specific number of persons composing the team to be sent to visit an institution is determined by the
Commission staff, who will be guided by the following considerations in establishing team size:

®  Team size for comprehensive visits
¢ The minimum team size for a comprehensive visit is four team members.

¢ The team will consist of the smallest number of members needed to make a thorough and
professional evaluation of the particular institution to be visited. However, the institution has the
right to ask for a team larger than the typical range.

¢ The factors listed below establish the range as the base size for a team assigned to a
comprehensive visit:

relationship of FTE to headcount;

number of degree levels;

number of degree programs;

O O O O

closely located off-campus sites.
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Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits 399

Taking these four factors into account, the following list represents the ranges for base team size
' for comprehensive visits, including visits for initial status:
FTE Base Range
1-3999 ... 4-6 team members
4,000-6,999 .......... 5-7 team members
7,000-8,999 ... 6-8 team members
9,000-15,999 ........ 7-9 team members
16,000+ ............... 8-11 team members

¢ Thefirstthree considerations above establish the base for determining the final number of team
members. Additional factors that affect the total number of team members may include, but are
not limited to:

o the number of major colleges and/or professional schools (e.g., schools of medicine and law
as well as graduate schools, especially in research and/or service intensive universities);

© the number and scope of proposed institutional changes being considered;
'O substantial expansion of degree programs since the last comprehensive evaluation;

O the extent of prior institutional change (i.e., focused visits, Evaluators’ Panels, staff
recommended changes) since the last comprehensive evaluation;
O extent of off-campus programming, including

: — degree programs offered at off-campus locations within the home state, -
‘ ‘ — degree programs offered out of state,

- degree programs offered at international sites,

— out-of-state and out-of-country course offerings, and/or

— external degree programs;

O extent of degree completion programs;

O distance delivery degree programs, including those using Internet, computers, television,
satellite, correspondence, and independent study;

O the selection of a Special Emphases Self-Study/Evaluation option.
Note: The size and composition of teams for special emphases, experimental, and other non-standard
comprehensive visits may vary from these figures.
® Team size for other types of evaluations

¢ Typical team sizes for other types of evaluations are shown in the following list. Team size may
differ from that shown below based on the considerations stated above.

Type of Visit Team Size
Continued Candidacy 3 team members
Commission-Mandated Focused Visit 2-3 team members
Focused Visit at the Institution’s Request............ccorerenerrene. 2-4 team members

NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97

‘ RO 109

IToxt Provided by ERI

SIA uogﬁéﬁeng; .le s&gﬁsgﬁxn 4




100 Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

Several months before the visit is to take place, the staff member sends a roster of proposed Evaluation Team
members to the Executive Officer of the institution for comment. This listis accompanied by Professional Data
Forms providing information about each proposed team member’s current position, experience, and areas of
expertise. The institution should express any concerns or reservations it may have about any of the proposed
team members; these concerns are considered when the Commission staff member develops the final team.
The Commission reserves the right to make the final choice of all Evaluation Teams; it has determined that
staff will take into account the Commission’s commitment to equity and diversity in the composition of teams.
It also makes every effort to alleviate serious institutional concerns about a proposed team member. The
institution is consulted on any subsequent changes in the team’s makeup because of such things as
scheduling conflicts and emergencies.

The institution should not contact team members until it has been advised that the team is complete.

7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

O The Evaluation Visit Summary Sheet

Once team members accept an evaluation assignment, the Commission formally notifies the institution and
the team and distributes an Evaluation Visit Summary Sheet (EVSS). This document provides a brief
description of both the institution and the visit, including the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of
the executive officer, the team members, and the Commission staff liaison.

O Observers during the Team Visit

From time-to-time institutions ask whether observers—representatives from national church boards or state
regents, for example—may be present during the team visit. The staff will consider each request on a case-
by-case basis. The Team Chair, the institution, and the Commission staff liaison must agree thatthe observer
may be present. The Team Chair must assure that the observer does not participate in the team’s final
decision.

O Logistical Arrangements

Either the Executive Officer or the Team Chair will make hotel reservations for the team. If possible, a meeting
room should be reserved at the hotel for team meetings. A meeting and work room on campus also will be
needed. That meeting room should house the institutional materials the team will need for review and
reference. Secretarial assistance, ready access to computers, printers, a fax machine, and a private telephone
also are desirable.

Some Team Chairs want to schedule in advance meetings with key personnel: members of the governing
board, representatives of the state coordinating board or other related agency, faculty representatives, student
representatives, and alumni and community leaders.

Most Team Chairs schedule special meetings with the governing board and hold open meetings for faculty
and staff. The institution should announce the visit, schedule time slots, and ask its people to be on campus,
available to the team. The institution might host a meal function or social hour at its own expense some time
during the visit; typically, such an event (e.g., a luncheon or dinner meeting with Trustees or department chairs)
is small and allows the team to accomplish some of its work.

Teams do not expect gifts and institutions should not offer them. A souvenir (e.g., a mug) might be an
appropriate token of appreciation from the institution. However, the Commission expects that its teams will
not be offered gifts that could in any way be perceived as influencing their objectivity.
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Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits 101

O Budgeting for the Evaluation Process

The Commission bills the institution for the evaluation according to its current Evaluation Fee Schedule (see
Chapter 10). The institution must pay the evaluation fee at least one month before the evaluation visit. In some
cases, the visit may be billed on the basis of actual costs plus a flat fee for administrative expenses. In those
cases, the Commission may require a deposit before the visit.

When it pays that fee, the institution has no more financial responsibilities for the team’s transportation,
housing, and meals except for the limited social event it might choose to host. '

Team members expect to pay for their own expenses, including hotel bills. Unless special arrange-
ment§ are made with the staff (particularly for “cost-plus” visits), institutions should not attempt to
pay bilisthat clearly belong to the team: such attemptssimply lead to misunderstandings thatinterfere

with the yisit. An institution is not obligated to transport the team during thevisit, but if it does provide
a car or livery service, it absorbs those costs.

In budgeting for the self-study and evaluation processes, an institution should include:

O overhead, such as released time for the Self-Study Coordinator, secretarial help, costs of
gathering data, postage, and special equipment; - - - - -

¢ costs of printing multiple copies of the Self-Study Report and other documents;
¢ the fixed fee; and

¢ limited entertainment expenses.

Some visits require a Review Committee appearance (see Chapter 9); in these cases the institution should
budget for travel and lodging for two or three people to come to Chicago. Some evaluations may require a pre-
visit by the Team Chair; in these cases the institution is billed on the basis of actual cost plus 10% for
administration (see Chapter 11).

The institution sends its Self-Study Report, completed Basic Institutional Data forms, the last two financial
audits, and the latest institutional catalog(s) and faculty and student handbooks to the Commission and to all
team members. The Commission sends to the team relevant materials from its files (see Chapter 10).

The institution should announce the dates of the team’s visit in appropriate publications to all its constituen-
cies. People at an institution should understand the typical flow of a team visit; they should know the people
who definitely will be interviewed; they should know when the team will hold open meetings. Too frequently
people on campus expect that all team contacts will be through formal, scheduled interviews, and they forego
the open meetings and wait for team members to come to them. Teams have limited time and extensive
responsibilities; even the tightest schedule will not allow teams to spend time with everyone on campus. Many
teams mix formal and informal interviews; they might meet in a scheduled session with student government
leaders, for example, but they might also simply scatter themselves through the cafeteria during lunch and
speak with random groups of students. Teams also have to spend considerable time reading additional
materials prepared for their on-site review; therefore, they will not be continually interacting with people on

NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 3 'ﬁ

E 2nd ed. 09/97

i I

SI\ uonenjeay 10} sapsifioy ¢



102 Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

the campus. For further information on announcing the visit, see the section on “Third Party Comment” in
Chapter 5.

TEAM PREPARATIONS FOR THE VISIT

The Team Chair carries significant responsibilities before, during, and after the on-site visit. These responsi-
bilities are highlighted in the sections that follow. Team members also have responsibilities, as noted in the
text.

O Establishing Lines of Communication
When notified that the team is complete, the Team Chair is asked to contact the institution’s Executive Officer

to make arrangements for the visit. (Team members should not contact the institution individually.) Together,
the Team Chair and the Executive Officer

7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

¢ identify the key people and groups at the institution to be interviewed during the team visit,
¢ make arrangements for the team’s hotel accommodations,

¢ agree on the materials and facilities that will be at the team’s disposal while they are on campus,
and

¢ discuss any other aspects of the visit that need to be worked out beforehand.

Because teams are often completed months before a visit is scheduled to occur, the Team Chair should make
an initial contact with the institution and the team soon after the team is complete to advise the Executive
Officer and the Self-Study Coordinator when more specific details of the visit will be forthcoming. If subsequent
changes in the team are made, the Team Chair should use the most recent Evaluation Visit Summary Sheet
(EVSS) in communicating with the team.

In special cases, the Team Chair may arrange for a pre-visit if the institution requests it and the Commission
staff concurs. Pre-visits are scheduled only when an institution believes that its structure or geographical
locations require substantial advance discussion (see Chapter 11).

O Planning for the Visit

The Team Chair writes to the team members to inform them of preliminary arrangements for the visit.
Throughout the planning process, the Team Chair keeps team members informed. Team members need
information about arrival time, housing, the time and place of their first team meeting, when they can expect
to finish their work, and a variety of other practical matters. Team members should notify the Team Chair as
early as possible of any special needs for the on-site visit, such as physical needs or dietary restrictions.

In addition to an EVSS, the Team Chair receives a Professional Data Form for each of the team members.
These forms provide information about the background and competencies of each member of the team. The
Team Chair should also use the Professional Data Form information to develop a tentative evaluation plan and
division of responsibilities. By sharing the plan with the team some weeks before the visit, the Chair might make
important adjustments before the first team meeting. The Chair should stress that each team member is to
become familiar with all of the institution’s written materials before the visit takes place.

If the team includes a new member of the corps, the Team Chair should arrange for that person to work with
more experienced members of the team.
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] Analyzing the Materials for the Visit

Before the visit, team members thoroughly study all of the materials they have received from the institution
and the Commission. Since the self-study process has taken many months, it is important that each team
member understand the nature of the process. It may be comprehensive, or comprehensive with special
emphases. It may also be built around a current special institutional study or around documents produced by
a regular institutional research program.

The Commission staff will make any special aspects (such as special emphases) of the self-study design known
to the team through a Memo of Understanding, and the institution will describe them in its Self-Study Report.

The Self-Study Report is the team’s basic reference during the visit, since the reportis required to demonstrate
clearly and explicitly that the institution meets GIRs and the Criteria for Accreditation or the Candidacy
Program. As they read it before the visit, the Team Chair and team members should ask themselves a
number of questions.

¢ Does the Self-Study Report show that the institution has conducted a candid, comprehensive,
and useful self-study process?

O Does the Self-Study Report contain the information required by the Commission as described
in Chapter 5?

¢ Does it adequately demonstrate that the General Institutional Requirements are met?
¢ Does it provide patterns of evidence that the institution fulfills the Criteria for Accreditation or
an emerging pattern of evidence for the Candidacy Program? If it does not, what further evidence

is required? What needs amplification, clarification, or special examination?

¢ Has the institution addressed the concerns identified by previous Evaluation Teams and other
Commission reviews?

¢ s the institution implementing an appropriate program for documenting student academic
achievement (see Criteria Three and Four) across all of its academic programs?

O Is the Self-Study Report sufficiently evaluative?

O Are there inconsistencies between the Self-Study Report and information in the Basic Institu-
tional Data Forms, the catalog(s), the faculty or student handbooks, or the Annual Report?

O Are there inconsistencies between the information in the Self-Study Report and that provided
in the materials the team received from the Commission?

¢ Who are the key people and groups to interview?
¢ What functions, operations, or program areas deserve special attention?

¢ What institutional strengths and challenges does the Self-Study Report identify? Is there an
action plan for responding to the challenges?

It is important for the team to remember that its charge is to evaluate the institution, not just the Self-Study
Report. A poor Self-Study Report may make a team's task more difficult, but it does not necessarily mean that
an institution does not meet the GIRs and the Criteria; conversely, a well-written Self-Study Report is not a
substitute for meeting the GIRs or fulfilling the Criteria.
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104 Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

Sometimes a Team Chair concludes that the team needs further information or documentation before it
arrives on campus. Before asking the institution to supply extra materials, the Team Chair should contact the
Commission staff. :

The Commission also sends information to the team and the institution for review before the evaluation visit.
After examining all of these materials, the team should be prepared to approach its first team meeting with
a clear idea of questions and points it will want to discuss and examine during the evaluation.

Since each team member’s familiarity with Commission policies and procedures will differ, one of the Team
Chair’'s major responsibilities throughout the evaluation visit is to orient the team to the Commission’s
philosophy and practices. The Handbook of Accreditation is required reading for every team member. In
addition, the Commission staff may distribute specific policy statements that apply to a particular evaluation.
The Team Chair must serve as the on-site guide for the application and interpretation of these documents as
bases for the team’s evaluation and recommendation.

7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

0 The Commission Staff’s Role during the Team Visit

Just as the Commission staff provides assistance to institutions preparing for the evaluation, it also provides
assistance to Team Chairs and team members. Well before the visit is conducted, the Team Chair should
discuss with the staff liaison any questions, particularly those about the adequacy of the size and/or expertise
of the team.

During the visit, the Team Chair or the chief executive officer of the institution may call the Commission staff
liaison to clarify Commission policy, to discuss special situations or concerns, or to confirm that the team is
accurately describing the Commission’s processes.

Situations where the Team Chair should contact the staff liaison include:

¢ confusion about the purpose of the evaluation visit

¢ inability to reach consensus on the team recommendation

¢ questions about options available to the team when making its recommendation

¢ team recommendations involving sanctions, denial of an institutional request, or the withdrawal
of status

¢ disputes over Commission policies or practices

In preparing the Team Report, the Team Chair may seek advice from the Commission staff concerning its
organization and content. The Team Chair should send copies of any correspondence related to the evaluation
to the Commission staff member assigned to the institution.

jl'he. Tefam Chair submits the draft of the Team Report to the staff liaison before submitting it to the
institution. The staff liaison provides the Team Chair with comments on the draft within a week of receipt.

The Commission believes that the accreditation process is based on the principle of peer review. However,
a member of the Commission staff may join an Evaluation Team, but only as an observer and with the
institution’s approval.

Q NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97

ERIC 114

IToxt Provided by ERI



Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits 105

0 Team Expenses

Team members should pay their own travel, hotel, and meal expenses during the visit; they should submit
expense vouchers to the Commission office when they return to their home campuses. Expenses should not
be billed to the institution or directly to the Commission. The Commission promptly reimburses travel
and subsistence expenses incurred by the team. Team members receive expense vouchers before an
evaluation visit. Guidelines for reimbursable expenses are provided in “Policies and Procedures for Persons
Traveling on Commission Business” available from the Commission office. Failure to follow established
procedures can delay reimbursement.

CONDUCTING THE EVALUATION VISIT

[0 Making the Most of the Evaluation Visit

The institutions that derive the greatest benefit from evaluation visits are those with a clear and accurate sense
of their strengths and their challenges. They are also the institutions that have prepared the total institutional
community for the visit.

Evaluation Teams fill a dual role: they certify and they consult. When teams™are struggling to uncover
information related to certification, they tend not to be as useful in their consulting capacities. When they do
provide informal observations and advice, these are sometimes misinterpreted and a comment is taken as an
indictment. The best advice for an institution is to wait for the exit session and the Team Report to review the
team'’s final evaluation. Those two formal parts of the visit will place many of the informal interchanges in a
clearer context.

" However, institutional representatives should speak with the Self-Study Coordinator if, during the visit, they

are concerned that the team may be overlooking an important aspect of the institution. While the institution
cannot tell the team how to conduct its visit, it can certainly express to the Team Chair any concerns it might
have as the visit is progressing.

Teams cannot solve major problems; teams cannot resolve internal disputes. Institutions that politicize the visit
only make it more difficult for the team to conduct an objective review. An institution experiencing tension is
advised to do everything possible to assist the team in understanding the major factors contributing to the
tension. '

Candid communication, realistic expectations, institutional preparation, and open cooperation are the factors
that make a team visit as productive to an institution as possible. In unique situations when institutional
cooperation is lacking, the Executive Director may terminate a visit.

Length of the Evaluation Visit

An evaluation for initial or continued accreditation or initial candidacy normally lasts three days; an evaluation
for continued candidacy usually lasts two days. The day before the visit is to begin and the last day of the visit
are partially devoted to travel to and from the institution; the remainder of the visit is spent on the institutional
evaluation. However, if circumstances warrant it, the Team Chair may extend the visit beyond its scheduled
length after consulting with the Commission staff.

Team members arrive the day before the visit officially begins for an initial team meeting. The Team
Chair will have earlier notified each of them of the time of the meeting. Together, the Team Chair and the

NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/97

115

SIAA uonenjeay 10} sansiboy £




106 Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

Executive Officer will have decided either to arrange an informal dinner for the team to meet representatives
of the institution or to leave the first evening free for the team to begin its work. If a social function is scheduled,
it should be both early and brief.

0 The First Team Meeting

At the team’s first business meeting, the Team Chair should review the specific plans for the evaluation visit,
establish final assignments, and make each team member’s report-writing responsibilities clear. The Team
Chair also should clarify the team’s task, concentrate its attention, and establish a unified attitude toward the
evaluation.

With these ideas and objectives in mind, the Team Chair usually establishes an agenda for the first team
meeting that resembles the following.

7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

®  Orientation. Review the General Institutional Requirements, the Criteria for Accreditation, and the
Handbook of Accreditation. Remind the team that all evaluation materials, conferences, conclusions, and
recommendations are to be kept confidential.

= Preliminary impressions. Have an open exchange of preliminary reactions to the written materials the
Evaluation Team has studied. Allow team members to share their analyses of the materials and identify
any areas of conflicting opinion. Guard against a priori conclusions, but use this discussion to establish
working hypotheses as points of departure for the team’s first day of work.

m  Schedule and assignments. Plan individual and team activities and establish a tentative timetable for
each day. Assign responsibilities for interviews. During most evaluations, governing board members,
every officer of the institution, every division/department head, and as many faculty members as possible
should be consulted. In a smallinstitution, every faculty member should have an opportunity to speak with
some member of the team and as many students as possible should also be interviewed. The Evaluation
Team usually schedules and publicizes an “open time” when team members will be available to speak to
anyone who wants to see them. At Evaluation Team meetings throughout the evaluation visit, the Team
Chair should check on the team's progress in interviewing campus people so that as many people as
possible are seen, and no one who must be seen is omitted.

B The Team Report. Compiling the final report is the Team Chair’s responsibility, but team members
are expected to draftthose parts of the report that the Team Chair assigns them. For the evaluation
process to function on schedule, each team member must complete thoroughly and promptly the writing
he or she has been assigned.

Itis critical that the Team Chair inforrn team members of how the report will be handled.
Some Team Chairs prefer to have a rough draft of the Team Report completed before they leave
campus; others request that sections be submitted within a week of the visit. The Team Chair may
suggest that, while rough drafts are to be submitted by the end of the visit, anyone who wishes
to write a more polished version for submission after he or she returns home is welcome to do
so. But if the Chair wants to have a draft report in hand before leaving the campus, it will be
necessary to encourage team members to record their reactions, questions, and judgments
throughout the visit rather than waiting until the end.

receive a Worksheet forthe Statement of Affiliation Status (SAS) and the latest SISA from the Commission.

®  Worksheet for the Statement of Affiliation Status. Before the evaluation visit, the Evaluation Team will
The Worksheet should be reviewed at the first Team meeting. In the course of the visit, the team should ‘
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Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits 107

verify the accuracy of the information currently listed on the SAS. The Worksheet also will include any
changes for which the institution is seeking approval as a part of the current evaluation. The team should
to determine whether any additional changes are contemplated. At the conclusion of the visit the team
will use the SAS Worksheet to develop its formal recommendation to the Commission. The team confirms
the accuracy of the SISA and reports to the staff any required corrections.

O Meetings with the Executive Officer

The Evaluation Team’s first conference, on the morning the evaluation visit officially begins, should be with
the Executive Officer of the institution and anyone else the Executive Officer invites. The Executive Officer will
welcome the Evaluation Team, make some opening remarks about the institution and the visit, and perhaps
introduce several key members of the administrative staff; the Team Chair will introduce the members of the
team. This meeting is more than a social occasion; it establishes the tenor of the visit. The Executive Officer
should be prepared to answer any initial questions the team may pose, and the team should be prepared to
pose them. The Worksheet for the Statement of Affiliation Status and the SISA shouid be reviewed
for accuracy.

It is also useful for the Team Chair to state officially why the team is there (e.g., “to conduct a comprehensive
evaluation for continued accreditation at the bachelor's degree-granting level”) to make certain that there is
no confusion. ,

If confusion does exist, the Team Chair should contact the Commission staff immediately.

The team may also use this meeting to confirm appointments with various members of the administration,
faculty, staff, and governing board.

Whether the Team Chair or another member of the team conducts the interview, it is essential that the
Executive Officer be interviewed at times in addition to the initial and final conferences.

Periodically during the visit the Team Chair should check with the Executive Officer to ensure that appropriate
interviews are being conducted. The Team Chair should keep a record of interviews. This alleviates post-visit
confusion that occurs when disagreements arise about whether certain interviews were conducted.

O Data Gathering and Evaluation

Sound recommendations and decisions about whether an institution meets the Commission’s GIRs and
Criteria for Accreditation require a firm base of accurate data and other information. No single method of
assembling and analyzing this information can be specified. However, some general principles should guide
the Evaluation Team during the visit.

¢ The team must judge the institution as a whole. Therefore, the team needs to make sure that
it has sufficient information about the entire institution to make its deliberations. This information
should be found in the Self-Study Report.

¢ In a comprehensive evaluation with special emphases, documentation that the institution
meets the General Institutional Requirements and the Criteria for Accreditation should be
complete, even if less voluminous. However, unless the first day of the visit provides reason to
doubt the accuracy of the information, the team should spend more time focusing on the special
' emphases than on confirmation that the Criteria are met.
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¢ Since the collection of data about an institution could be endless, the team needs to determine
the extent and the kinds of data it must have to make its evaluation. This should be based on the
level of detail appropriate to the judgment to be rendered—a judgment on the institution as a
whole rather than on every single activity within it. The financial condition of the institution is
important, for example, but the information the team needs about finances typically can be found
in summary audit reports rather than in extensive examination of every item of expenditure,
unless the audit reports raise concerns.

¢ Iftheinstitution has a procedure for accomplishing a particular task, the team’s responsibility is
to examine the procedure and its application in a few cases, not to examine each application
individually as if a guiding procedure were not in place.

¢ Sampling, where appropriate, can be an efficient way to obtain needed information in the limited
time available to a team. Sampling assumes that a few randomly chosen individual cases will
represent a whole group reasonably well. These are some examples:

O Faculty credentials. Characteristics of the faculty as a whole often can be determined from
a representative sample of credentials.

O  Student records. Examination of selected student records sheds light on whether admissions
policies are followed, whether general course requirements are enforced, and whether
graduation requirements are met.

O Library holdings. Spot checks of randomly selected sections of the holdings give a basis for
judging the adequacy of the collection for the institution’s purposes.

O  Student papers. Course papers, theses, and dissertations provide evidence of the standards
to which students are held for graduation.

O Interviews. In large and complex institutions, sampling select individual students, faculty
members, administrators, and persons from other groups can provide information about the
views of such groups on institutional activities. The team should plan to interview a
representative sample of theinstitution’s administrators, division/department heads, facuity,
and students. Often, group interviews conducted by individual team members are the most
efficient way to speak to as many people as possible.

In many cases, the Evaluation Team will determine that adequate information about various aspects of the
institution appears in its Self-Study Report and related documents. In such cases, informal verification, by
sampling, will often allow the team to use the rest of the Self-Study Report with confidence in its correctness
and completeness. There is no point in the team’s trying to collect for itself information that is already available
in the institution’s written documents.

Team Meetings

The Team Chair should organize each team meeting carefully, deciding in advance what needs to be
accomplished. Each meeting will usually include brief reports from team members on the areas they have been
examining and discussion of those areas by the entire team.

A major strength of every evaluation is the exchange that goes on within the team’s meetings. Team members
pool their experiences and resources, stimulate and question one another, search and argue, until points are
clear and consensus has been reached. In most cases, the team makes its decisions through such consensus
rather than through fiat or majority vote. One reason for having the team lodged in the same place is that
proximity facilitates the exchange of ideas, opinions, and information necessary to reach consensus.
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The Team Chair should make sure that team meetings run efficiently and end at a reasonable time. A closing
hour for evening meetings should be set and honored. At each meeting before the last, the team should review
its progress and, if necessary, revise the remainder of its schedule to pursue issues that need further

. clarification.

At its final meeting, the team seeks agreement on the proposed content of its report and on its formal
recommendation. The Team Chair should make clear his/her expectations of team members for the timing and
content of the Team Report.

Finally, at the last team meeting the team should prepare for the exit session with the institution’s officers. It
should agree on the strengths and challenges it wishes to emphasize, on whetherthe Team Chairor the various

‘team members will present the team’s views, and on what its recommendation will be. At this point, if questions

are raised about the content of the recommendation or the options available, particularly if the team is
considering imposing a sanction, the Team Chair should call the Commission staff.

At any point in these meetings, if team members disagree over matters of Commission policy qnd
practice, the Chair should contact the Commission staff. If they are considering a recommendation
that will involve deniaf of an institution’s request or a recommendation of Probation, Evaluation Teams
should contact the Commission staff liaison before holding the exit session.

The Minority Report

If one or more team members dissent strongly from the majority opinion, the Team Report must state explicitly
that a consensus was not reached. Those who differ from the majority position typically file a Minority Report.
The Minority Report is to include the basis for the team members’ dissent, the recommendation they would
have preferred the team to agree upon, and the rationale for that recommendation. The Minority Report is
appended to the Team Report with the names of those filing it.

The Team Chair should consult with the Commission staff when such a situation arises. Additionally, the
Team Chair should explain the general content of the Minority Report to the institution’s Chief Executive
Officer. It is critical during the Exit Session that the Team Chair identify and include the findings and
recommendation of the members who prepared the Minority Report as well as those of the majority of the
Team.

While current policy does not require a Team Report thatincludes a Minority Report to be reviewed by a Review
Committee, it is unlikely that such a report will pass through a Readers’ Panel without referral to a Review
Committee for further discussion.

The Exit Session

Before leaving campus, the entire team meets with the Executive Officer, and those the Executive Officer
invites, to summarize its findings and to report its recommendation. This exit session should provide the
institution with an oral preview of all the major points that will appear in the Team Report.

Many Team Chairs find it good practice to call the Commission staff liaison prior to the exit session and discuss
the team’s findings. This is critical if an adverse recommendation is being considered. It is also good practice
to meet with the Executive Officer alone before the exit session to explain briefly the contents of the team’s
oral report. This is especially important if the team’s recommendation clearly will be a disappointment to the
institution.
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110 Chapter 7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

Although itis imperative that both the content and the tone of this oral report be consistent with the
written report the institution will receive later, the Team should make clear that its oral recommen-
dation is preliminary in nature. The oral report should leave no doubt about the team'’s judgments and, after
it, the written report should hold no surprises. In most visits, the team will report what its proposed
recommendation will be. It should emphasize that if Commission staff review of the draft Team Report raises
questions about the appropriateness of the recommendation in relation to established practice and policy or
the adequacy of the report's rationale for the recommendation, some modification may be made. The
institution will be notified immediately if such questions result in a modification to the Team recommendation.
In addition, positive or negative, the recommendation must proceed through the other Commission processes
that may or may not alter it.

When the team'’s oral report is completed, the Executive Officer may raise questions about it. If the Executive
Officer or other administrators believe that the team has been misinformed or has misunderstood something
important, they should say so; the team should be prepared to double-check if its facts are questioned.
However, both the team and the institution’s representatives should avoid turning the exit session
into a debate. The institution will be given an opportunity to file a formal, written response to the final Team
Report, and that response is the proper place for challenging the team's interpretations or judgments. Based
on the team's presentation in the exit session, the institution should have enough information to begin
preparing its written response, even before it receives the final report.

7. Logistics for Evaluation Visits

Normally, the team departs directly after the exit session. However, if the exit session raises important,
unresolved questions, the team may need to reconvene to reconsider some aspect of its report or
recommendation. If necessary, it should take time to clarify its position or make sure of its facts and, in
extremely difficult cases, it may be necessary for the team to extend its stay to gather and assess the additional
information.
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The Team Report and Recommendation

AUDIENCES FOR THE TEAM REPORT

The Team Report is intended for a variety of audiences. The most obvious are the Executive Officer, the governing
board, and others at the institution, the Commission staff, the Accreditation Review Council members who will take
part in the review process, the Commissioners, and members of subsequent Evaluation Teams.

In most Team Reports balance is important, but in certain situations Evaluation Teams might focus the report more
clearly toward one audience than another. If the team consciously chooses such a focus, it would be wise to identify
in the introduction the audience and the reason for its choice. This clarification is critical for those involved in the
Commission review processes who must determine whether the team’s recommendations are adequately
supported and for the Commissioners who must take final action.

WRI'I'IHG RESPONSIBII.I'I'IES FOR THE TEAM REPOR'I'

In writing the Team-Report, the Team Chair draws heavily on the comments, ideas, and rough drafts of the team
members. Therefore, it is important that members of the team

¢ understand the nature of the Team Report and provide information useful to its writing,
<& submit written contributions to the Team Chair either at the end of the visit or within a week after it,

¢ read the draft report with care and report to the Team Chair both editing and corrections that should
be considered before the final report is written and submitted to the Commission.

Because the Team Chair's report must be consistent with and supportive of the team’s recommendation, the draft
report should be more than a cut-and-paste amalgamation of team members' drafts. Instead of expecting to see
every word he/she provided to the Chair for the report, a team member should review the draft for substance,
accuracy, and coherence.

In writing the report, the Team Chair should honestly reflect the views of the Evaluation Team and indicate (without
naming individual team members) any significant disagreements within it, should include all major points made
in the team’s oral report at the exit session, and should convey the team's recommendation and rationale for each
aspect of that recommendation.

O Advice on Writing Style

The Team Chair composes the Team Report, and is responsible for writing a clear, concise, well-organized,
coherent document that will withstand the careful scrutiny of multiple audiences over a long period of time.
Rather than repeat the content of the Self-Study Report, the Team Report should provide an analysis that will
assist the institution in establishing priorities among possible actions to foster institutional improvement. The
tone should be professional, constructive, objective, and civil. Use of the third person will make clear that the
Team speaks as a unified, objective entity. The Team Report should focus on the institution, not on individuals.
It is important to avoid contradictory statements, prescriptive language, and the use of external standards to
justify judgments, as well as the words “minimally met” when referring to either the GIRs or the Criteria for
Accreditation.
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112 Chapter 8. The Team Report and Recommendation

STRUCTURE OF THE TEAM REPORT
Every Team Report is different because no two institutions are the same. However, since each evaluation is
conducted to examine an institution for the same accrediting purposes and in relation to a common set of Criteria,
every Team Report must include the following sections: ‘

& Section I. The Introduction

¢ Section |l. Evaluation for Affiliation

¢ Section Ill. Strengths and Challenges

& Section IV: Advice and Sdggestions for Institutional Improvement

& Section V: The Team Recommendation and Rationale

O Section I: The Introduction

8. The Team Report and Recommendation

Aclearintroduction provides the reader a context within which to read what follows. This introduction includes:
¢ the organization of the report;
¢ the accreditation history of the institution;
¢ the structure and scope of this evaluation visit, including
— changes, if any, to the SAS requested by the institution;
— locations/instructional sites visited by the team;
¢ any comments about the audiences for the report; and
¢ evaluation of the utility of the institutional self-study process and Self-Study Report. The team'’s
assessment of the self-study process and report can be useful to others in the Commission’s
review processes, to subsequent Self-Study Coordinators at the institution, and to Commission
staff in the identification of good examples of Self-Study Reports.
It is important that the team briefly review how the evaluation visit was conducted (i.e., people interviewed,
documents reviewed, etc.). This need not be an exhaustive list of names or offices, but should give solid
evidence that the review was appropriately complete.
The introduction should confirm the scope of the evaluation visit as stated by the last official action of the
Commission and as specified on the Evaluation Visit Summary Sheet that the team received before the visit,
or explain how the scope was changed.
Some examples:
D “This is the report of a comprehensive evaluation for continued accreditation at the master’s degree-
granting level that was conducted for the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education on (dates of
the visit). During the visit the institution asked that its accreditation be extended to include a new program

at a higher degree level”

D “Thisis a report of a focused visit held at the request of the institution to extend accreditation to include
a new branch campus.” .
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[0 Section ll: Evaluation for Affiliation

Every Team Report for candidacy or accreditation must contain an explicit evaluation of whether the institution
fulfills the criteria for the status sought. There is no prescribed format for the organization of this part of the
report. Because this section of the report is crucial to the Commission’s decision-making processes after the
evaluation visit, it must clearly and thoroughly justify the team’s recommendation.

Institutional response to previous concerns/challenges. The current Evaluation Team takes into
consideration the nature of the previous Team's concerns and the documentation provided by the
institution of how it has addressed those concerns. Concerns identified by the Commission may be found
in documents sent to the Team by the Commission before the visit. These may include staff analyses of
institutional progress, monitoring, or contingency reports; Assessment Plan Review panel reports; Team
Reports for focused visits; and the last comprehensive Team Report.

The General Institutional Requirements (GIRs). The institution’s Self-Study Report should document
how the institution meets the GIRs. If the Evaluation Team finds that meeting the GIRs is sufficiently well-
documented in the Self-Study Report, it need only note that conclusion in the Team Report, and refer to
the section(s) of the Self-Study Report where details can be found. If, however, the team finds deficiencies
with respect to one or more of the GIRs, it must discuss these in the Team Report and reflect its findings
in the Recommendation and Rationale sections of the report.

Explicit commentary on each of the GIRs is required in Team Reports involving
evaluations for initial and continued candidacy, initial accreditation, and those involv-
ing recommendations for probation or withdrawal of status.

The Criteria for Accreditation. Chapter 4 suggests the areas the team needs to examine to ensure that
an institution’s patterns of evidence sufficiently support its claim that it fulfills the Criteria. Like the Self-
Study Report, the Team Report needs to be evaluative, not merely descriptive. In documenting in the Team
Report that an institution does or does not satisfy the Criteria for Accreditation, the team need not repeat
all of the information contained in the institution’s Self-Study Report, catalogs, and other materials. In
some cases, the team will need to provide extended discussion and documentation to support its
conclusions; in others, it can refer readers to other institutional documents and summarize what can be
found there. In other words, the Team Report need not be a totally self-contained document, but it must
summarize clearly the evidence supporting the team’s judgments about every part of the Criteria.

The Candidacy Program. Chapter 13 outlines the need for the team to examine both the institution’s
current patterns of evidence and its plans for strengthening those patterns. In documenting that an
institution fulfills the requirements of the Candidacy Program, the Team Report should follow the same
guidelines provided above on the Criteria for Accreditation.

Institutional compliance with the Higher Education Reauthorization Act. The team should
specifically address institutional compliance with Federal requirements regarding credits, program
length, tuition, professional accreditation, dual institutional accreditation, and advertising and recruit-
ment materials. (For additional information on the Commission’s Federal Compliance Program, see
Chapters 5, 14, and 15.)

Section lli: Strengths and Challenges

The team should attempt to summarize the most salient, distinguishing strengths and challenges. This section
should not provide new information but should summarize information provided elsewhere in the team’s
evaluative narrative. “Strengths” are emphasized both to commend the institution for them and to encourage
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114 Chapter 8. The Team Report and Recommendation

immediately or in the near future. This is not the place for a long, exhaustive list of every good point and every
challenge the team discovered. Such information is not useful to the institution in establishing priorities for
action. Moreover, strengths and challenges should be sufficiently precise to be useful to the institution as a
basis for action.

it to maintain them. “Challenges” are emphasized to indicate those areas that require special attention either ‘

It is important that there be consistency between the summary of strengths and challenges and the team
recommendation. The institution will report its progress in addressing challenges identified in its next Self-
Study Report.

Examples of statements of strengths:

®  The University has revised its statement of mission and purposes to reflect the reality of its location in
an expanded metropolitan area, its potential for development and contributions to its service area, and
its responsibility for reflecting in the composition of its faculty and student body and its programs the
diverse cultures and ethnic make-up of the metropolitan area it serves.

» The Team isimpressed with the financial viability of the College. A stable enroliment, careful financial
planning, prudent investment, a record of good annual gift income, and effective fundraising have
placed the College in a strong financial position.

8. The Team Report and Recommendation

Examples of statements of challenges:

®  While the College is appropriately managing the funds available to it, shortages of resources are
apparent throughout the institution, especially in the areas of faculty and staff salaries and budgets
available to academic units.

® The Teamis concerned that a substantial level of mutual distrust appears to exist between the Board
of Regents and the faculty. The Board needs to recognize and honor the role of the faculty in overseeing
curricular quality, while the faculty needs to accept the Board's responsibility to assure the institution's
financial health.

[] Section IV: Advice and Suggestions for Institutional Improvement

Because the Commission’s mission is also to encourage institutional improvement, Evaluation Teams offer
suggestions to institutions as well as evaluate them. A section devoted to observations and suggestions is an
essential part of the Team Report.

¢ Suggestions should be differentiated from the team’s eva